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ABSTRACT 

Budget recommendations for operations and grants for 
the State of Illinois Board of Higher Education are presented, with 
policy considerations and statistical tables supporting the 
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increase in state appropriated funds of $133 million, state general 
revenue fund support increase of $10$ s million, and universities 
income fund increase of $19.2 million > For public universities, a 
total increase of appropriated funds of $84.1 million is recommended , 
along with the following: an average compensation increase of 10.5 
percent for faculty and staff; general cost increase of 8 percent for 
most goods and services and increases ranging from 16 to 19 percent 
for utility cost increases; productivity savings of approximately 
$3.1 million generated through tightened personnel replacement 
policies and the reallocation of resources; resources for program 
development totaling $7.7 million; increased support 'for physical 
plant maintenance, equipment replacement, and other specific needs; 
and tuition increases of 10 percent for undergraduate and graduate 
students in public universities. Specific recommendations are also 
made regarding the community colleges, the Illinois State Scholarship 
Commission, private higher education, and other programs. Data on 
specific institutions within tne state are included. Appendices 
include program and other support recommendations for state colleges 
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I. INTRODUCTION AND BOARD OF HIGHER EDUCATION 
STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS IN SUMMARY 



The Board of Higheij Education is responsible under statutory pro- 
visions for making annual budget recommendations for higher education. 
In fulfilling this mandate, the Board staff has received and reviewed 
fiscal year" 1982 budget requests for operations and^grants from univer- 
sities, collages, and other State higher education agencies. This 
report contains recommendations of the staff, along with supporting 
analyses and explanations for the consideration of the Board of Higher 
Education. The staff recommends that the Board of Higher Education 
adopt the following resolution: 

The Board of Higher Education hereby approves the FY1982 
recommendations for Higher Education Operations and Grants 
as displayed on summary Table 1-2. The recommended 
sources of appropriated funds to finance the recommenda- 
tions are displayed on Table 1-3 . 

Detailed recommendations for institutions, programs, ac- 
tivities, and grant programs are displayed on Tables IV-2 
a nd IV-4 (Universities); V-2 (Community Colleges); VI-2 
( Illinois State Scholarship Commission) ; VII-2 (Financial 
Assistance to Private Institutions) ; VIII-2 (Health Edu- 
cation Grants) ; IX-2 (Higher Education Cooperation Act 
Grants); X-2 (Board of Higher Education Operations); XI-3 
(Retirement); and XII-2 (Illinoii Building Authority 
Rentals) . 

■ s 

The narrative summary of the recommendations, a general discussion 
of policy considerations, and the supporting detail are contained in 
Chapters II through XII and Appendices A and 3. 
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II. SUMMARY 

The Ligher education budget recomme- iations for fiscal year 1982 
strive to be cognizant of both the current fiscal condition of the 
State of Illinois and the areas where resources are most critically 
needed in order to sustain the quality of higher education. Financing 
for a wide variety of needs has been deferred. These include the init- 
iation of needed programs identified through 3oard of Higher Education 
policy studies, more adequate retirement funding, and funds for accumu- 
lated deficiencies in physical plant maintenance and the replacement of 
instructional equipment. Moreover, a portion of the increased resources 
recommended are financed through interr^l reallocation, and the funds 
recommended for cost increases and base salary increases are below most 
projections of inflation for fiscal year 19^ 

Four factors account for the greatest portion of the increased 

•AT 

funds recommended for higher education. First, the' most critical need 
in Illinois higher education, extra resources for compensation in order 
to restore the competitiveness of faculty and staff salaries, requires 
substantial budgetary increases. Second, uncontrollable utility cost 
increases require S10.6 million for public colleges and universities. 
Third, sharp increases in enrollments require additional support for 
student financial aid programs and for community colleges in order to 
maintain access to higher education in Illinois. Finally, the projec- 
ted resource requirements for gross benefit retirement funding in fis- 
cal year 1982 have increased by $9.5 million, or 14.3 percent. 
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Providing the resources for these critical needs will challenge 
both the State and the higher education community. These resources in- 
clude an increase cf 10.8 percent from General Revenue Funds and recom- 
mended tuition increases of ICO percent. These budget recommendations 
also require that a significant portion of che needs of nigher education 
be deferred or met by stretching existing resources." 

The remainder cf this chapter summarizes specific fiscal year 1982 
budget recommendations for higher education programs in Illinois. 

Overview 

Total increase in State appropriated funds of S133.0 million, 
an 11.6 percent increase from fiscal year 1981 projected ex- 
penditures of $1,145.8 million to a $1,278.8 million appropria- 
tion recommendation in fiscal year 1982. Requests totaled 
SI, 344.8 million, a 17.4 percent increase over fiscal year 
1981 projected expenditures. 

State General Revenue Fund support increase of $108.0 million, 
a 10.8 percent increase from fiscal year 1981 projected ex- 
penditures of $997.8 million to 51,105.9 million in fiscal 
year 1982. 

Universities Income Fund increase of 319.2 million, a 16,3 per- 
cent increase from $114.3 million in fiscal year 1981 to $133.5 
million in fiscal year 1982. . 

Other appropriated funds of $39.4 million in fiscal year 1982, 
an increase of $5.7 million from $33.7 million in fiscal year 
1981. 
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Public Universities ^ 

Total increase in State appropriated funds of $84.1 million, 
an li.O percent increase from fiscal year 1981 projected ex- 
penditures of $762.9 million to $847.0 million ir fiscal year 
1982. Requested increases totaled $109.7 million, 14.4 per- 
cent ever fiscal yea-r 1951 projected expenditures. 
.. Average compensation increase of 10.5 percent for faculty and 
scarf, consisting of a base increase of 9.0 percent plus an 
increment of 1.5 percent to 'help restore compensation to a 
level that is competitive with that provided by similar insti- 
tutions in other states and by competing employers in Illinois. 
^ Salary increases for executive level administrative personnel 
are limited to the general increase of 9.0 percent. A total 
increase of $55.5 million for salaries is recommended in fis- 
cal year 1982. 

General cost increases of 8.0 percent for most goods and ser- 
vices, and increases ranging from 16.0 to 19.0 percent for 
utility cost increases. Different: price increases were used' 
for utilities depending on the mix of fuel sources at each 
university. * Funds recommended for the increased cost of goods 
and services total $9.5 million. Funds recommended for in- 
creased utility costs total $8.4 million. 

Productivity savings of approximately $3.1 million generated 
through tightened personnel replacement policies and the re- 
allocation of resources. 

Resources for program development totaling $7.7 million. 



Increased support for physical plant maintenance, equipment 
replacement, fire protection services and other specific needs 
totaling 'approximately $3,6 million. 

Funds for physical plant maintenance of pew buildings totaling 
$625,400. 

Reductions of the appropriations base at universities totaling 
over $1.2 million. 

Tuition increases of 10.0 percent for undergraduate and grad- 
uate students In public universities with additional funding 

of $2.7 million for the Illinois State Scholarship Commission 
gratft program to offset the financial impact of tuition and 
fee increases on needy undergraduate students attending pub- 
lic institutions. 

Recognition of additional, differencial tuition increases for 
higher cost programs as implemented by the University of 
Illinois. 
Community Colleges 

Increase in State appropriated funds for the community college 
system of $17.0 million, an increase of 12.0 percent above the 
fiscal year 1981 projected expenditures of $141.9 milliqn to 
$158.9 million in fiscal vear 1982. Reauests totaled S172.4 
million, a 21.5 percent increase over projected expenditures 
in fiscal year 1981. 

Increase in State appropriated grants to colleges of $16.7 

million, or 12.2 percent, to a total of $152.7 million. 

Funding based upon increased enrollments experienced by com- 
♦ 

munity colleges from 161,800 FTE students to 172,384 FTE stu- 
dents, an increase of 6.5 percent. 

-8- * 
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. . A composite salary and cost increase of 9.4 percent for fis- 
cal year 1982, based on increases similar to those recom- 
mended for public universities. 
. . Productivity savings of $1.7 million generated through tightened 
personnel replacement policies and the reallocation of resources. 
Equalization grant funding of $24.8 million to help districts 
meet instructional costs where the "tax base" of Equalized 
Assessed Valuation per student is below the statewide average. 
Illinois State Scholarship Commission 

Illinois State Scholarship Commission (ISSC) regular term 
awards paid to an estimated 91,110 full-time and part-time 
students in fiscal year 1982, an increase of 5,398 over awards 
supported by the current fiscal year 1981 appropriation. 
ISSC monetary awards totaling $97.7 million, an increase of 
$11.9 million over fiscal year 1981 appropriations of $85.8 
million. This recommendation will permit processing of appli- 
cations through February 15, 1982. 

An increase of $2.0 million to continue the implementation of 
the recently enacted Academic Scholarship Program. This pro- 
gram will provide awards totaling $4.0 million co 4,000 stu- 
dents based on their ability and academic achievement in high 
school. 

Increases in federally funded administrative cost allowances 
for the operation of the Illinois Guaranteed Loan Program to 
reflect the projected increase of 41.2 percent in guaranteed 
loans from $340.0 million in fiscal year 1981 to $^80.0 mil- 
lion in fiscal year 1982 . 

-9- 
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. . Total increase in State appropriated funds of $19.9 million 
ior ISSC, an increase of 18.3 percent over $108.5 million in 
fiscal year 1S81 projected expenditures to $128.4 million in 
fiscal year 1982. 
Private Higher Education * 

An increase of $1.1 million in direct institutional assistance 
to a total of $12.0 million, a 10.1 percent increase. 
Increase of the ISSC maximum Ward by $100 from $1,900 to 
$2,000. 

A total of $93.1 million in State support for students attend- 
ing private institutions, including ISSC awards, health educa- 
tion grants, and direct institutional assistance. 
Other Programs 

Increased funds for health programs in public and private col- 
leges and universities totaling $1.2 million. 
A total of $1.3 million to support library resource sharing 
and other programs of interinstitutional cooperation under the 
Higher Education Cooperation Act. 
.. An increase in State appropriated funds for the State Univer- 
sities Retirement System (SURS) of $9.5 million, a 14.3 per- 
cent increase from $66.0 million in fiscal year 1981 to $75.5 
million in fiscal year 1982 to maintain the gross benefit pay- 
out funding levels approved by the General Assembly in prior 
years. 
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III. ISSUES AND CONCERNS 

The conflict: between legitimate needs and the harsh realities of 
limited resources is a perennial source of tension in the budgetary 
process for higher education. While such tension is present every 
year, the current states of the economy has increased the difficulty of 
balancing these forces as fiscal year 1982 budget recommendations are 
considered. 

Present economic condicions impose a heavy burden on the financial 
resources of college and universities. Virtually everything higher 
education institutions purchase will cost substantially more in fiscal 
year 1982 than in the current year. In addition, the purchasing power 
of faculty and staff salaries has been severely eroded by a rate of in- 
flation that shows little sign of falling below double-digit levels in 
fiscal year 1982. 

In addition to the effects of inflation, the demand for higher 
education seems to be iacreased during an economic downturn. In 1975 
during the last significant recession, both headcount and full-time- 
equivalent enrollments increased sharply in Illinois higher education. 
From 1975 to 1979 enrollments stabilized and even declined slightly, 
out both heaacount and fall-time-equivalent enrollments increased 
sharply again to record levels in the Fall of 1980. 

Figure III-l displays statewide enro'lment trends from 1968 to 
1980. Table III-l presents detailed enrollment data from Fall of 197 3 
to Fall of 1980. Fall, 1980 oreliminary enrollment reports indicate 
that headcount enrollments grew by 7.7 percent and full-time-equivalent 



figure III-l 
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enrollments increased by 7.3 percent above Fall, 1979 levels. As a re- 
sult, the number of students enrolled in Illinois colleges and univer- 
sities is higher in the current fiscal year than ever before. 

Unfortunately, some of the same forces producing severe needs in 
higher education are eroding the resources of the State of Illinois to 
meet these needs. For example, public assistance costs, like higher 
education enrollments, grow sharply in an economic slump. Moreover, 
inflation's effect is felt throughout government; the needs of all pro- 
grams supported with State funds are increased by inflation. 

while these forces increase the demand for State funds, other 
forces are working to reduce the revenues available to the State to 
meet these needs. First, the economic recession results in a decreased 
rate of growth for revenues from sales taxes and income taxes. In 
addition, the elimination of federal general revenue sharing with the 
states has resulted in the loss of resources that are critically impor- 
tant to many State programs. Recently enacted tax relief measures 
also have sharply curtailed the growth of State revenues. 

In a special message to the General Assembly on November 19, 1980, 
Governor Thompson indicated that the fiscal health of the State of 
Illinois is placed in serious jeopardy by these economic forces. Cur- 
rent 3ureau of the 3udget projections indicate that the resources 
available for increased spending in fiscal year 1982 will be substan- 
tially below those available in fiscal year 1981. In effect, the Gov- 
ernor has warned that fiscal year 1982 will be a year when many legiti- 
mate needs must be deferred \n order to live within the resources of 
the State of Illinois. 



The difficult challenges presented .by these conditions must be 
viewed in the broader context of rhe importance of quality higher edu- 
cation to the people of Illinois. The citizens of Illinois have 
created and supported a comprehensive and diversified system of higher 
education because such a system meets genuine needs. In a sense, the 
fact that the demand for higher education increases in troubled econom- 
ic times is a testimony to the confidence of the public in higher edu- 
cation's ability to meet their needs and improve the quality of life. 

The need to sustain the quality of higher education in difficult 
economic times presents a compelling challenge to both the State of 
Illinois and to the people who are directly involved in the instruc- 
tion, research, and pubMc service programs of Illinois colleges and 
universities. The challenge to the State is to find ways of providing 
the resources required for quality higher education. The challenge to 
the faculty, administration, and staff of Illinois colleges and univer- 
sities is to seek every means of enhancing the quality and cost effec- 
tiveness of higher education within the constraints of the support Che 
State is able to provide. 

In a very real sense the tension between needs and limited re- 
sources must: be felt by all who participate in the budgetary process. 
The struggle between these forces is reflected in the discussion of 
specific issues which follows and in the budget recommendations for 
fiscal year 1982. 

A number of specific questions must be considered in the annual 
budgetarv process. The budget recommendations presented in this volume 
represent a response to these questions for fiscal year 1982: 



Are faculty and staff salaries and fringe benefits keep- 
ing pace with the cost of living and with salaries paid 
by competing employers? 

What are the implications of enrollment trends for re- 
source requirements? 

Is the distribution of resources among institutions 
appropriate in view of the programs ofrered and the num- 
ber of students served? 

What adjustments are necessary to offset, fiscal year 
1982 price increases for utilities and other goods and 
services purchased by colleges and universities? 

What resources are needed to develop, expand, or improve 
academic programs? Are library holdings and equipment 
adequate for the needs of academic programs? 

Do students with financial need have access to higher 
education? Do students nave reasonable freedom St 
choice among institutions? 

What is the financial condition of the retirement system? 

How should the resource requirements of higher education 
be financed? What portion should be financed by State 
tax revenues? Tuition? Student fees? Federal programs? - 
Internal reallocation? Other revenues? 

Faculty and Staff Compensation 

The most pressing concern reflected in budget requests for fiscal 

year 1982 is the need to improve faculty and staff compensation. The 

high priority placed on compensation is the result of several 

factors . 

First, the quality of instruction, research, public service, and 
the activities that support these function? clearly depends on the 
quality of faculty and staff. The fact that about three-fourths of all 
holier education expenditures are for employee compensation underscores 
its budgetary importance. Inadequate compensation can discourage the 
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entry of talented people ;~*o.the aczicJc professiot., contribute to 
low morale, and encourage r<icu'*:* f dr»a - ft to move to other institu- 
tions or to seek employment in a sec or the economy which offers 
greater financial rewards. 

Second, inflation has ^ersist^V.ly eroded ..^.e purchasing power of 
the compensation of faculty and stcf^ *i Illinois colleges and univer-^ 
sities. Figure III-2 displays the gap that has developed between fac- 
ulty and staff salaries and inflation during the 1970 ! s. From fiscal 
year 1972 to fiscal year 1981 funds appropriated for salaries have in- 
creased faculty and staff compensation by 66.0 percent. During the 
same period the Consumer Price Index increased by 108.1 percent. A 
more conservative index of inflation, the Personal Consumption component 
of the Gross National Product Implicit Price Deflator, has increased by 
92.4 percent since fiscal year 1972. From the perspective of either 
index, there has been a substantia^ loss of purchasing power for fac- 
ulty in Illinois. 

Projections of consumer price inflation for fiscal year 1982 offer 
littie promise of relief. While such projections are extremely vola- 
tile from month to month, in November, 1980 both of the major national 
forecasting services projected growth of more than 10 percent in the 
Consumer Price Index fir fiscal year 1982. The most optimistic projec- 
tion of a more conservative index, the Personal Consumption component 
of the Gross National Product Implicit Price Deflator, suggests that 
consumer costs will increase by nine percent during fiscal year 1982. 

A third, and possibly the most important, reason for the emphasis 
on staff compensation is that faculty compensation in Illinois colleges 
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Figure .111-2 



APPROPRIATED SALARY INCREASES FOR ILLINOIS 
PUBLIC HIGHER EDUCATION COMPARED TO 
INCREASES IN CONSUMER PRICES 
FY1972 TO FY1981 
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and universities has decerioraced in comparison co compensation paid 
by similar institutions in other states during the 1970* s. A recent, 
comprehensive study found that compensation in Illinois colleges and 
universities tends to fall below the median compensation among similar 
institutions throughout the country. ^ In addition, compensation has 
deteriorated in comparison to similar institutions in other states 
over the past 10 years. Specifically, public university compensation 
in fiscal year 1980 is from four to six percent below the median com- 
pensation in other states when compensation data are adjusted for cost 
of living differences in the states. The current ranking of public uni- 
versity compensation in comparison to compensation at similar institu- 
tions in other states is the result of deterioration of approximately 
seven percentage points below the ranking of fiscal year 1971. * 

The competitiveness of "employee compensation is also a concern for 
Civil Service staff in public universities. Periodic studies have 
shown that Civil Service staff compensation in public universities is 
less than the compensation provided by other State agencies and compet- 
ing employers in the private sector. > 

The difficult economic problems faced by the nation, and particu- 
larly the high rate of inflation, are both che aajor sources of the com- 
pensation problem ajid the most formidable obstacles to its solution. 
Strong efforts to address the . eed f . r improved fcr-ilty and staff com- 
pensation in previous years have been largely or totally offset by the 
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Illinois Institutions of Higher Education," November 11,- 1980. 
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effects of inflation on employee purchasing power. Moreover, the high 
level of inflation has lad competing employers in other states and 
other sectors of the economy also to provide substantial increases in 
compensation. 

In view of projected levels of inflation and the fiscal condition 
of the State of Illinois, funas recommended for salary increases in 
fiscal year 1982 can only T>egin r Q address the needs which have accu- 
mulated durihg the 1970's. Until the race of inflation is brought 
under control- the difficulty of keeping pace with current cost in- 
creases effectively precludes the restoration of purchasing power lost 
in previous years. A more immediate and realistic goal is to seek to 
restore the competitiveness of compensation offered by Illinois col- 
leges and universities. 

Although ic is not possible to restore compensation to a competi- 
tive level in a .single year, it is important co begin to make progress 
Coward that goal. The faculty compensation study discussed above is 
based on fiscal year ^1980 data. A recent survey indicates than average 
salary increases of nine percent were provided nationally for faculty 
in fiscal year 1981. In view of the above, fund3i'_or salary increases 
of 10.5 percent are recommended for fiscal year 1982 in order co begin 
co restore competitive levels of compensation. 

Of the total increase recommended, nine percentage points reflect 
the increases granted nationally for faculty in fiscal year 1981. One 
and one-half percentage points would he'lp faculty and staff compensa- 
uion oegin co eaten up with cne compensation offered by competing em- 
ployers. The numbir of years for which further catch-up increases are 
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required will be "determined through tne annual review of compensation 

studies. The funds orovided :or.catch-uD salarv* increases include all 

/ 

employee groups except executive level administrative staff. 

The calculation of ail salary increases in these budget recommenda- 
tions is made on 90 percent of the fiscal year 1981 personal services 
base. Normally, salary increase calculations have been made on 95 per- 
cent of the personal services base in order to reflect savings through 
turnover and position vacancies. The use of the 90 percent personal 
services base, rather than a 95 percent base, will require campuses to 
tighten personnel replacement policies and? in some cases, to reallocate 
resources in order to achieve the objectives o"f these budget recommenda- 
tions- The productivity gains achieved by the use of a 90 percent per- 
sonal services base in this calculation are approximately million. 
Monper sonne 1 Expenditures 

While compensation is clearly the highest priority in these bud- 
get recommendations, it cannot be the only priority for higher educa- 
tion. The value of attracting and retaining highly qualified faculty 
and staff is diminished if they lack the equipment, supplies, and facil- 
ities required for high quality education. Adequate support for equip- 
ment library books, supplies, and the repair and maintenance c: phys- 
ical facilities is also necessary in order to sustain qualify in edu- 
cational programs. 

Figure III-3~Vnows the extent to which the cost of nonpersonnel 
items grew more rapidly than resources allocated for tha-se purposes 
during the 1970' s. In fiscal year 1981 progress was achieved toward 
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reducing the gap between available resources and cost increases for 
these items. While the recommendations for fiscal year 1982 include 
funds to offset cost increases for nonpersonnel items, these funds are 
not likely to make further progress toward reducing the gap. 

A general cost increase of eight percent is recommended to offset . 
the anticipated rate of inflation in the cost of nonp&rSonnel items 
during fiscal year 1982. This recommended increase fails short of pro- 
jections developed by Chase Econometrics and Data Resources, Inc. for 
the Wholesale price increase in fiscal year 1982. Consequently, 
Illinois colleges and universities will need to increase productivity 
in order to achieve adequate support for high priority nonpersonnel 
expenditures . 

Because energy costs far exceed the average rate of inflation for 
nonpersonnel items, a separate recommendation is made to finance utili- 



ty cost increases. Based upon information provided by public utility 
companies and the projections of national economic forecasters, spec- 
ific cost increases for the \ irious components of utility costs have 
been recommended. The cost increases estimated for fiscal year 1982 
range from 10 percent for water and sewage charges to 20 percent for 
electricity and fuel oil. f 

Cost increases Such as these make the control of energy consumption 
a high priority for Illinois higher education. The percentage of ex- 
penditures devoted to utilities in Illinois public universities and 
community colleges has. increased from less than two percent to more 
than five percent during the 1970' s. The average cost of energy during 




The need Co increase the conservation of energy in order to offset 
such increases has been reflected in several ways in these budget rec- 
ommendations. The funds recommended for utility cost increases in public 
universities and community colleges have been reduced by one percentage 
point in order to encourage further efforts to conserve energy. Energy 
conservation projects are an important part of the capital budget rec- 
ommendations. To a limited extent, funds have also been recommended 
for special maintenance projects such as caulking, insulating and 
weathers tripping which will reduce energy consumption. 
Program Evaluation and Development 

The Master Plan of the Board of Higher Education published in 
1976 established a strategy of program review and evaluation as a 
means of improving quality and enhancing the effectiveness 
of higher education programs. This strategy has been implemented at 
the institutional level where systematic procedures are used to review 
about 20 percent of existing programs each year. The systematic pro- 
gram evaluations which occur at public universities are also reviewed 
by the 3oard of Higher Education. This process of institutional evalu- 
ation has resulted in the elimination of low priority programs and the 
identification of opportunities for the reallocation of existing funds. 
The program evaluation process has also enabled institutions to iden- 
tify and document areas where additional resources are needed. 

The process of program evaluation also occurs at the State level. 
A variety of special analytical studies from a statewide perspective 
has been undertaken to chart policy directions in rapidly expanding 



academic areas such as business and nursing, Co identify needs for pro- 
grain improvement, and to find areas from which funds can be realloca- 
ted to meet higher priority needs. One such study has resulted in the 
systematic phase-out of State support for auxiliary enterprises and the 
reallocation of these resources to improve academic programs. Another 
study has carefully considered the distribution of nursing programs in 
the State in order to determine the areas of greatest need. The re- 
sults of both of these studies as well as others are reflected in the 
budget recommendations for fiscal year 1982. 

Another concern related to program evaluation and development is 
the extent to which differences exist in instructional cost per credit 
hour for similar academic programs among various public universities. 
As in previous years, the budget recommendations for fiscal year 1982 
include base budget reductions for public universities where unit 
costs are substantially above the statewide average. These reductions 
help provide resources for higher priority needs within higher educa- 
tion. 

Where public universities show evidence of inadequate support 
through costs per credit hour that are substantially below average, 
additional support has "^een recommended to meet specifically documented 
academic needs. In addition, such campuses have been encouraged to re- 
lieve some of the strain on their resource base through planned re- 
ductions in enrollment. 

A substantial portion of the funds required for academic program 
improvement in fiscal year 1982 will have to be generated through in- 
stitutional efforts and reallocations based upon analytical studies. 
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Incremental funds for a smaller portion of program improvement needs, 
representing less than one percent of f , budget base of public univer- 
sities, are included in these recommendations. The major purposes of 
the incremental funds recommended for academic program support are to 
improve the quality of academic instruction, to respond to sharp in- 
creases in student enrollments in professional programs, and to respond 
to high priority social and economic needs in areas such as the health 
professions and energy research. 
Community Colleges 

The fiscal year 1982 budget recommendations for Illinois community 
colleges represent the second year of the implementation of revisions 
in the financing plan used for Illinois community colleges developed by 
a special Board of Higher Education committee in 1979. The changes 
recommended by this committee add greater stability to budget planning 
for both local community college districts and the State of Illinois 
through the use of historical enrollment, revenue, and cost data for 
most aspects of budget development. 

3ecaus« these recommendations are based upon historical enroll- 
ments, fiscal year 1982 funding will be based upon enrollments actually 
realized in fiscal year 1980. It should be noted that fiscal year 1980 
enrollments in Illinois community colleges are approximately 6.5 per- 
cent higher than the fiscal year 1979 enrollments upon which current 
year appropriations are based. Although current enrollment levels will 
not be reflected in the budget process until next year, community col- 
lege headcount enrollments increased by 11.6 percent in Fall, 1980. 
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A more complete discussion of fiscal year 1982 recommendations for 
Illinois community colleges is contained in Chapter V. 
Student Access and Choice 

Financial assistance to students has been a high priority in 
Illinois in order to assure access to and reasonable freedom of choice 
among higher education institutions. As a result, Illinois has one of 
the strongest student financial aid programs in the nation and a well 
balanced system of public and private institutions that provides a 
variety of educational opportunities to meet diverse needs. 

The resource requirements of student financial aid programs are 
directly affected by enrollment increases. Current application rates 
Suggest that in fiscal year 1981 Illinois State Scholarship Commission 
(ISSC) applications will reach an all-time high. Further increases to 
178,000 applications are projected for fiscal year 1982. For this 
reason, a substantial increase in resource requirements for the ISSC 
Monetary Award Program is recommended. 

The recommendations for monetary awards, however, will require 
certain revisions in the administrative and analytical procedures 
used to determine eligibility for monetary awards. Such revisions are 
appropriate for several reasons. In recent years expanding federal 
programs have resulted in dramatic increases in student assistance. 
In fiscal year 1980, total student assistance in Illinois increased by 
3121.8 million or 26 percent over fiscal year 1979. In addition to the 
increase in student aid, the contribution expected from students and 
their families has declined in recent years. In view of these factors 



and the current fiscal climate, it seems appropriate to reduce the 
pressure on State student assistance programs by recognizing the con- 
tribution of federal resources and partially restoring the expected 
level of family contribution to earlier levels. 

The recommendation for the Illinois State Scholarship Commission 
includes a ti increase of 13.9 percent in funds for monetary awards over' 
fiscal year 1981 appropriations. This increase will provide for the 
processing of 178,000 applications, funds to offset the cost of tui- 
tion increases for students attending public institutions, support for 
the processing of applications through February 15, and an increase in 
the maximum award to $2,000. The level of funding recommended will 
also require an upward adjustment in the expected family contribution 
that will affect the amount of awards to students showing relatively 
little financial need. 

In addition to student assistance provided through the Illinois 
Scape Scholarship Commission, the Illinois Financial Assistance Act 
for Nonpublic Institutions of Higher Learning is an important means of 
maintaining the viability of Illinois private colleges and universities. 
These budget recommendations include an increase of $1.1 million for 
Che Financial Assistance Act and a cocal of S3. 4 million to finance an 
increase in che maximum award co $2,000 during fiscal year 1982. 
j teciremenc 

For a number of years che Board of Higher Educacion budgec recom- 
mendacions have soughc Co reduce or scabilize the unfunded liabilicies 
of che Scace Universicies Reciremenc Syscem. Progress coward chis ob- 
jeccive was made during fiscal year 1979 when Scace funding was provided 
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at the level of gross benefit payout for the first time in a number of 
years. Gross benefit payout includes the total cost of benefits cur- 
rently due to retirees rather than merely the State ! s share of those 
benefits. Financing retirement by this method providec a sum that can 
be invested to finance unfunded obligations for retirement benefits in 
future years. Ic has resulted in improvement in the ratio of retire- 
ment system assets to unfunded liabilities. 

The Pension Laws Commission has recommended that annual payments 
for retirement exceed tLc gross benefit payout method by a percentage 
factor that will enable the State to make further progress toward arrest- 
ing the growth of the unfunded accrued liabilities of the retirement 
system. This approach has guided Board of Higher Education recommenda- 
tions in recent years. In view of the current fiscal uncertainties 
facing the State of Illinois, however, the funds recommended for the k 
retirement system in fiscal year 1982 are at the gross benefit payout 
level as projected by the State Universities Retirement System. Al- 
though this level of funding will not advance progress toward reducing 
unfunded liabilities, it will sustain the progress that has been achieved 
in recent years. 
Sources of Fun ds 

The preceding paragraphs have considered both the financial needs 
of Illindis higher education and the economic conditions that limit 
available resources. The needs of higher education have historically 
been financed through a variety of sources, including State and fed- 
eral tax funds, student tuition and fees, and local property taxes in 

the case of community colleges. Each of these sources of funds has 

A 
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been considered in the development of these budget recommendations in' 
an effort to maintain and enhance the quality of higher education with- 
out placing an undue burdeu o . either students or taxpayers. 

Another important source of revenue, internal reallocation, has 
also played an important role in these recommendations. A significant 
part of the resources needed to respond to changing student and social 
needs in higher education has been found through the reallocation of 
resources from lower priority areas. To some extent, such realloca- 
tions are specifically reflected in these budget recommendations. To 
an even greater extent, they occur routinely as resources are allocated 
on individual campuses. 

The recommendations also require colleges and universities to re- 
allocate resources in order to finance some of the cost and salary in- 
creases that will occur in fiscal year 1982. The calculation of 
salary increases on 90 percent of the personal services base will re- 
quire colleges and universities to generate about $4.8 million in pro- 
ductivity gains. In addition, the funds recommended for general cost 
increases ^re unlikely to offset totally the effects of inflation in 
fiscal year 1982. 

3ecause such a large portion of higher education resource require- 
ments is supported through State General Revenue Funds, adequate State 
support is also critically important. Some of the pressing financial 
needs described in this chapter, including the need for improving fac- 
ulty and staff compensation, have developed because the workload and 
responsibilities of Illinois colleges and universities increased during 
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che 1970* s without commensurate increases in constant dollar State 
support. To an extent, many of the current deficiencies found in 
higher education may be traced to the mid-1970 f s when economic condi- 
tions similar to those experienced novated tc sharply increased enroli- 
cjneujts- and severely limited financial resources. As fiscal year 1982 
budgetary recommendations are considered and as colleges and universi- 
ties prepare to allocate the resources that are provided, an important 
goal must be to seek every means of avoiding the deterioration of 
quality^ in higher education through this difficult period. 

During recent years support provided by the Governor and General 
Assembly has enabled Illinois colleges and universities to deal with 
a number of pressing financial issues. * Possibly the most pressing con- 
cern, however, the need to restore staff compensation to a competitive 
level, ha^ proved to be the most difficult to address. The cost of 
improving staff compensation is the primary source of this difficulty. 
The catch-up recommendation of one and one-half percent included in 
this budget- requires approximately $11.0 million. Financing this 
amount within the context of a budget recommendation that does not 
totally ignore other considerations is particularly difficult when en- 
rollments are increasing and che core rate of inflation in the economy 
is nearly 10 percent. 

The 10.8 percent increase in General Revenue Funds required to 
finance these recommendations compares to an 11.6 percent increase rec- 
ommended by the 3oard of Higher Education for fiscal year 1981. The 
use of internal reallocation and the deferral of needs within higher 
education to finance these recommendations have contributed to the 
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reduction in the percentage increase of General Revenue Funds that is 
recommended. In addition, recommended tuition increases and the use. of 
tuition revenues generated through enrollment increases have reduced 
the burden on General Revenue Funds, 

In keeping with the Board of Higher Education's policy reconmencfa- 
tion concerning tuition in public universities, these fiscal year 1982 
budget recommendations include revenues from a 10 percent increase in 
public university tuitions. In addition, the University of Illinois 
has approved supplementary tuition increases for higher cost instruc- 
tional programs. Revenues from these increases have been allocated 
specifically to improve instructional programs at the University of 

Illinois, These recommended tuition increases will provide appr^xi- 

* 

aiately $12.0 million toward the fiscal year 1982 resource requirements 
of higher education. Funds are also recommended for the Illinois State 
Scholarship Commission Monetary Award Program in order to provide 
an increase in monetary awards to needy undergraduate students to 
off sec the amounc of recommended tuition increases. 
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IV. UNIVERSITIES 

The discussion presented in this chapter of the fiscal year 1982 
budget recommendations for public universities addresses the general 
issues covered in Chapter III and other concerns that are specifically 
related to public universities. The public university requests for 
operations and grants are presented on Tables IV- 1 and IV-3. The fis- 
cal year 1982 recommendations are summarized on Table IV-2 and 
Table IV-4 by budgetary category. The following narrative explains the 
adjustments made for each budgetary category included on Table IV-4. 
A detailed summary of the budget recommendations for each public uni- 
versity and university system follows the narrative section of this 
chapter. 

Salary Increases 

The most critical concern expressed in the budget requests for fis- 
cal year 1982 from public universities is the need to improve faculty 
and staff compensation. The importance of staff compensation to qual- 
ity educational programs was discussed in the previous chapter. This 
chapter will provide more detailed information concerning the effects 
of inflation on staff compensation in public universities and summarize 
the evidence zhat a catch-up increase is required in order to restore 
the competitiveness of faculty and staff compensation. 

Table IV- 5 displays increases in the Consumer Price Index, the 
Gross National Product Implicit Price Deflator (GNP/IPD) , and the Per- 
sonal Consumption component of the GNT/IPD since fiscal year 1972. 
During the period from fiscal year 1972 to fiscal year 1980, salary 
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122,8/0 


0 


>? 1.550. 2 


151,550.2 


401,601. 


1 


48,050. 


9 


1 I 6 


58,522 


0 


61, 104.4 


6 1 , 104 . 4 


71,568. 


7 


8,264 


1 


1 1. 1 


B9, 185 


5 


98,6 14.2 


98,614.2 


112,695. 


4 


14,061 


2 


14. 1 


159,251 


i 


171, 020. 5 


171,020.5 


194,062. 


1 


21,041 


6 


11.5 


15,711 


2 


20,591 . 1 


20,591. 1 


21,274. 


9 


2,681. 


8 


1 1.0 


$697,988 


i 


$762,8/9.4 


$/62,8lO s 4 


$872,566. 


9 


$109,68/. 


5 




$586, /28 


9 


$64 1,47/. 4 


$641 ,477.4 


$745,150. 


2 


$101,6/2. 


8 


16. n 


105,154 


6 


114,109. 1 


114,109. 1 


118. 9IH. 


9 


4,829. 


8 


4,2 


6,104. ; 


7,292.9 


7,292.9 


8.477. 


8 


1 , 1 84 . 


9 


16.2 



* 0*u h not Intitule .1 1 e.i|»i»i o|*r f.H Imi lr*»m f'nnlt.ll Ik vi- 1 ii|iml'iiI lUmil htmls foi mi iilm *i I01t.1l televlhlou ut.it Ion In West t.onlr.il llllnoln. 

** Kni IU1.11 il of fUn/emors Coo|U f «•( I vi Cnmunter Center, tlieie In .1 ilnnhlt. ii|i|iro|>r lot Ion lot inn t .it inn put noses. A|»|U«i|»r Lit Ions to |i.ti - 
ll«JiMtiiijt iniiveriiit It-M fiiiM tin l.'enei.il Ki venue Knn.l me hit lnileil In this t.iMe. Ap|utiur I, it lonu in the Ifo.iul of 6overtn»rs 
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• t Ive CoMfititet (leiitet .ire tefKted in the tot.ilu for Other A|»|u o|ir l.il eil Fumtu. 
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Tiili! i! IV -2 

FY 11182 RKCOrlMhNDATIOMS 
IKIIVKKSITIHS OPKKAI IONS AND CRAWS 



(in thousands of dollars) 





FY19B1 

AL'I'-fjM'f tat Ions 


FY 1 98 1 
Prelected 
Expenditures 


FY 1982 
_ ^quests 


doard of Coventors 


$126,810.1 


$126,810.1 


$143,449.3 


Chicago State University 
Eastern Illinois University 
Coventors State University 
Northeastern Illinois Unlveislty 
Western Illinois University 
Coop vi at Ive Computer Center 
Crntr.il Of lice 


20,193.0 
27,151.7 
14,800.8 
23,847.1 
37,778. 5 
2,283.6 
755.4 


20,193,0 
27,15x.7 
14,600.8 
23,847.1 
37,778.5 
2,283.6 
755.4 


22,848.5 
31,188.2 
16,775.4 
27,267.4 
42,052.3 
2,493.0 
824.5 


B*»at *1 »t Re^tfiits 


! }*iS85d! 


135,884.2 


\ 59 ,266.2 


Illinois State University 
Northern Illinois University 
Sangamon State University 
Central Office 


53,444.1 
67 ,986. 5 
13,873.2 
580.4 


53,444.1 
67,986.5 
13,873.2 
5H0.4 


62,800.3 
79,368.1 
I6,/i5U.3 
648.U 


in nit he t <i i 1 1 1 Inn 1 s Un 1 versl ty 


j4 6 ,634^9 


146,634.9 


161^249.8 


Curhoiidd I e 
Eilwjrdsvl 1 re 
System Office 


102.680.2 
4J,03O.l 
924.6 


102,600.2 
43,030.1 
924.6 


118,050.7 
49,186.7 
1 ,012.4 


. University of 11 lino is 


JS 1,550.2 


353,550.2 


40J_ r j>ULi 


Chicago Circle 
Medical Center 
tlrhatia/Champa 1 go 
Ceneral University 


6J, W4.4 
98,634.2 
1 71 ,020.5 
20,591 . 1 


63,304.4 
98,634.2 
171 ,020.5 
20,591.1 


71,568.7 
1 12 ,695.4 
194,062.1 

23,274.9 


TotSt 


$762,879,4 


$762,87^4 


$07^566.9 


?V!!f£J5 °J ^Ktrojir lated Funds 








Ceocs.il Revenue Fond 

tin Ivrt sit les Intone Fund 

Other 


$641 ,/i77.4 
1 14,109. 1 
7,292.9 


$641,477.4 
114,109.1 
7,292.9 


$745,150.2 
1 18,9 3H.9 
8.477.8 



Dollar Increase Percent lucruase 
FY 1 982 (Ivor Projected Over Projected 
Re commend at Ions Ex penditures Expenditures 



$ 1*0*330.6 $13 . 720.5 10. 8 Z 

22.356.1 2,163.1 10.7 

30.212.2 3,060.5 11.3 
16,310.4 1,509.6 10.2 
26,701.0 2,853.9 12.0 
41,647.8 3,869.3 * 10.2 

2,481.3 197.7 8.7 

821.8 66.4 8.8 

150,268^2 14 . 384.0 \U.G 

59.004.3 5,560.2 10.4 

75.342.8 7,356.3 10.8 
15,290.7 1,417.5 10.2 

630.4 50.0 8-.6 

161,317.0 14,682.1 10.0 

113,590.9 10,910.7 10.6 

46.722.9 3,692.8 8.6 
1.003.2 7H.6 H.5 

394,858.0 ^LlPld? Kid 

70.659.6 7,355.2 11.6 

110,174.0 1 1,539. , 8 11.7 

190,696.5 19,676.0 11 .5 

23,327.9 2,736.8 13.3 

$846,973.8 $84,094^4 \±.ai 



$705,268.5 $61,791.1 9.9Z 

133,142.2 19,233.1 16.9 

K,j6??fc» 1,0/0.2 14.7 



i 

i 

/ 
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Mile IV- I 



ONIVKKSITIKS OFKKA I'lONS A Nil CUANIS 



(In t lions. imlB ut ilollais) 



I 







Toi.il 






rYI9H| 


Ail JiiM went u 






Pro |e< i uil 


to the 


Salary 




V. x |> c nil 1 1 u res 


KY 1 9H 1 It itiM 
r i i jo 1 ii.iae 


1 nc i eases 


Bo.ird t>( Coventors 


$126,810. 1 


$ -o- 


$ 9,806.6 


Uilt'jigu State lift 1 versl t y 


20.193.0 


2.1 


1 ,599.0 


K.i'Ut'in Illinois University 


27.15S.7 


-0- 


2 , 209 . 0 


Coventors Stale University 


14,800 


20. / 


1 ,'084 . 1 


Not t hi-ant ern Illinois University 


2), 847 .1 


(22.8) 


1 ,860. 8 


Wo'.u-rri lil hints University 


17,/ 78. 5 


-0- 


2 , 895. 8 


Cooper .it Ivc Computer Center 


2, 20). 6 


-0- 


104.5 


(.entul 01 fire 


755. 4 


-0- 


51./| 


Hoard of Ke^enta 


1 J5,884 . 2 


76.2 


14 , M 1 . 1 


Illinois State University 


5 1,444. 1 


27.2 


5 ,605. 1 


Northern 11 lino In University 


67,986.5 


125.0 


7. 107. 8 


Sangamon State University 


11.8/ i.2 


(76.0) 


1,405.5 


Cent r.il Of f Ire 


580. 4 


-0- 


42.7 


Soul lie til Illinois University 


1 A S. lA 11 
1 H II j II 1*1 . V 


{ 6 1 8 . 9 ) 


14 ,071 .6 


C,n hoinCi I e 


102,680.2 


(442.1) 


9,808.2 


Fduarilsvl 1 lc 


4 1,010. | 


(176.8) 


4,200.6 


System 01 flee 


924.6 


-0 


62.0 


On I v<i ally of Illltio la 


15 1,550. 2 




27, J 14.9 


Cli 1 4 -ik<> (.'Ire 1<* 


61, 104.4 


55.1 


5,065. 1 


tied It ,il Center 


98,6 1/,. 2 


-0- 


7,017.9 


llrb/iita/Clitim|i.l Ign 


1/1,020.5 


-0- 


1 1 , 904 . 7 


Cenei al On 1 vet tilt y 


20,591. 1 


-0- 


1 .147.2 


Fot i* 1 


$762,8/9.'. 


$(487.6) 


$.65,574.2 



CoSt 

Inrt ejises 
$ 

J87.5 
621.1 
J25.I 
450.8 
91 1. 3 
104.9 
15.7 

4,01). 6 

1,577.5 
2,001. 7 
4 17.5 
16.9 

1,819.0 

2,765.1 
I ,028.9 
25.0 

9,041.4 

I ,599. 1 
1,049.0 
1,64 1.7 
749.6 

$19, in A 



0 4, M lor 
New 



I'rogi <iw 



Bill lcllgij|tl 


So|»|ioi t 


All 


Othei 


Iiict^enset) 


" FY 1982* 


$ 


-0- 




$ 2,518.8 


$ 1 ,475.4 


$ 16,619.2 


$141^449.3 








- 














-0- 




186 


.0 




280.9 


2 651.4 


■n M/.u c 
i £ , n«i o.j 




-0 - 




704 


.0 




502.4 


4 ,0J6. 5 


11 1 88 . 2 




-0- 




291 


. 6 




251.1 


1,951.9 


16, 775. >i 




-()- 




892 


. 2 




2)9.1 


1.443. 1 


27,267.4 




-0- 




245 


.0 




199. 7 


4,271.8 


42,052.1 




-0- 




-0- 






-0- 


209.4 


2,491.0 




-0- 




-0- 






-0- 


69. 1 


H7A ^ 




204 


m | 


1,691 


6 




21 J 106. 3 


1 J 7j I Ol> . / 




-0- 




!,05| 


7 


1 ,094. 7 


9,129.0 


62 , 800. J 




97 


.9 


4 70 


1 


1 


, 179.1 


1 1 ,256.6 


79, 168. 1 




106 


? 


169 


8 




M4. 1 


2.65J.1 


16,450. 1 




-0- 




-0- 






8.0 


67.6 


648,0 




4 72 


0 


2,688 


8 


J 


182.4 


22,21.). 8 


168,249.8 




440 


2 


1 ,919 


0 




860.1 


15,812.6 


M 8,050. 7 




il 


8 


749 


8 




Ml . J 


6, 113./* 


49, 186!/ 




-0- 




~0- 






-0- 


87.8 


1 .012.4 




417. 


8 


7,100. 


1 




.101-6 


41,995.8 


401,601.1 




-0 ■ 




900. 


0 




645.0 


8,209.2 


71 ,568.7 




74. 


8 


1,009. 


5 




910.0 


14,061.2 


112,695.4 




14 J. 


0 


2,705. 


2 




445.0 


21,041.6 


194,062. | 




-0- 




485. 


4 




101.6 


2,681.8 


2 1 ,274.9 


$1. 


,09 K 


9 


$U,999. 


J 


$9.. 


7 11 1 


$110,175.1 


$872 ,_566.9 



* FYI982 Moist U the tinw of m'JRl Anj.n.pt Inns, Total A.f J.iMiueiit to the FYI981 llane, and lot ill Kc M ni».t ed Inn wines 1.. FYI982. 
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Tiih I e 1V-4 



KYI9B2 KM'OHMLNIIATIDNS 
UNIVKllMTlfti IM'KKATIONS AND CM AH IS 



(hi llimi;»amls of dollars) 

Total 

KYI 98 1 ^Adjustment u 0 & H for 





l'ro|.-i ti ll 
Kapend } lot t ii 


to the 
KYI9JH Base 


Sal at y 


Cost 
1 in. icnot-s 


New 
Hu 1 Id 1 n^S 


Support 


All Other 


- ^Hiii'l K^MMwtiuded 
jiTi 'reuses " }*X i^H^ 


Hoard of Coventors 


$126,810.1 


$ J 48. 5 


$ 9,081.2 


$ 2,952.9 


$rP- 


$1,259.9 


$ 


228.0 


$n u 572_.o 


$140,510.6 


Chicago State University 
Eastt-ru Illinois University 
Coventors State University 
Northeastern Illinois University 
Western II 1 inois University 
Cooperative Coaster Center 
rcntral Off lee 


20,191.0 
2/, 151./ 
14.800. 8 
23,84/. 1 
37,7/0.5 
2,281.6 
755.4 


2.1 
110.7 
(38.5) 
/4.2 
-0- 
-0- 
-0- 


1 ,462. / 
1 ,992.4 

994.2 
l,/44.4 
2,733.6 

103.0 
50.9 


4 70.8 
584.7 
394 . 1 
531 .J 
861.8 
9'. 7 
15.5 


-0- 
-0- 
-0- 
-0- 
-0- 
-0- 
-0- 


227. 5 
365.1 
58. 3 
404.0 
205.0 
-0- 

-(|L* 




-0- 

7.6 
101.5 
100.0 
68.9 
-0- 
-0- 


2,161.0 
2,949.8 
1,348.1 
2,779.7 
3,869.3 
197.7 
66. 1 


22,356.1 
30,212.2 
16,310.4 
26, 701 .0 
41 ,647.8 
.,481 .3 
821.8 


bunrd uf Itogeiits 


iJ5,884.2 


( J 35. 0) 


? t /25. 1 


3, 159.2 


130.8 


735. 3 




768.6 


14,519.0 


150,268^ 


Illinois State University 
Nuilln:in Illinois Unlveislly 
Sdngamoo lit. ue University 
Ci.-iiti.il 01 f h e 


53, /.44. 1 
67.986.5 
1 J ,873 . 2 
580.4 


(89.4) 
125.0 
(1/0.6) 
-0- 


3,//9.0 
4,951.6 
956.8 
W.7 


1,231.8 
1.556.5 
356.6 
12.3 


-0- 

24.6 
10fi.2 
-0- 


350.0 
318.5 
66. II 
••11- 




286.8 
380.1 
101 .7 

-0- 


5,649.6 
7,231.3 

1 , JOO . | 

50.0 


59,004.3 
75,342.8 
i *; ")ft/i i 

610.4 


Sotti Iii-iii Illinois University 


i a fx & ia a 

I'M' JH - J 


/i i*i»i i \ 


j 0| 387 . 9 


526. 1 


31J.8 


1 L132.8 




675.. ( ! 


16,041.8 


J.6J ,3W.O 


Cat hoitdale 
Edu.ndsvl tie 

SvkI fim Oft 

**j n i ui t ii.tr 


IU2.6U0.2 
4 1,030. 1 
924 . 6 


(442.1) 
(917.6) 
-0- 


7,160.5 
3,171.8 
5J.6 


2.542.9 
958.4 
25.0 


319.8 

-0- 

-0- 


8/1.9 
260.9 
-0- 




457.7 
217.3 
-0- 


11 .352.8 
4,610.4 
/8. 6 


113,590.9 
46,722.9 
1,003.2 


Uniycrsjty ot^ JIHmtts 


15 j, 550. 2 


141.9 


26,297^6 


8,290.5 


U4.8 


4,551,4 




,85l_.6 


41.165.9 


394,858.0 

'•— V 


Clilmgo Clrc le 
Helical Centei 
Ui Unm /('lianip.itKn 
(Uncial University 


63, 104.4 
98,6)4.2 
l?l ,020.5 
20,591.1 


55.1 
-0- 

86.8 
-0- 


4,859.0 
6,773.9 
13,371. j 
1,293.4 


1,454.1 
2,932.1 
3,185.5 
718.8 


-0- 

14.3 
160.5 
-0- 


637.0 
1,769.5 
1 ,821 .9 

321.0 


150.0 
50.0 
1 ,050.0 
401 .6 


7,300.1 
11,539.8 
19,589.2 

2,736.8 


70,659.6 
110,174.0 
190,696.5 

21,327.9 


folal 


5762,8/9.4 




$55,491.8 


$17,928.9 


$625.4 


$7,6/9.4 






$85,298.7 


$8;i6 t 973.8 
























* I-YI982 Kt-t ommend.it loos ar«* 1 ho sum 


of FY 1 911 1 I'io 


)e< le-| Kx|iuml li 


Mies, fiital 


Ad |a:.lMcn| s 


to tin* (-Y198I 


B.u.e mid 


Total 


IU-t oimaeuded Inn eases 





ERIC 



COMPARISON OF APPROPRIATED SAI.AKY INCREASES FOR 
ll.I.itmiS IIIWIKR KMICATION TO SKI.KCTEI) PRICE INOlL'KS 



Fi scal Year 

19/2 
19/1 
19/A 
19/5 
1976 
19// 
I9/H 
19/9 
1 OHO 
19111 

Chase* 

IMtl* 

CmmiiI a t 1 vc 9-Ycui 
IVrreut Cli.ingr 
FYI972-FYI981** 

1982 

CI*as»c A 

I Ml I * 



Cmitinwur l*i Ire 
Index All 

Percentage 



liopl loll Prlre 
lk:f]Htor - CN P 



Persona) Cnnsumpt Ion 
Expend 1 1 urea liij» licit 
J'tlce Deflator - CHV 

Percentage 



Jiulcx 


Change 


Index 


Cliaii£e 


Index 




2 mi ex 


100.0 




100,0 




100.0 


- 


100.0 


101.9 


J.9Z 


104 . 5 


4 . 5Z 


|(U ft 


3. 8Z 


104 .0 


11 1. \ 


9.0 


112.6 


7.8 


1 12,4 


8.3 


106.8 


125.7 


11.0 


124.7 


10.7 


124.3 


10.6 


112.1 


i J4 . a 


7.2 


m.3 


6,9 


131.8 


6.0 


120.0 


142.5 


5. / 


140.2 


5.2 


I 38. H 


5.3 


125.4 


150.0 


5 J 


146. 1 


4.4 


147.1 


6.0 


131.7 


164. 1 


9. 4 


158 5 


8. 1 


i58.'. 


7.8 


142.2 


184.9 


13.1 


1/2.8 


9.0 


174.5 


10.0 


152,9 


208. 1 


11.9 


190.0 


10.0 


192.4 


10. J 




20/. 2 












166.0 


11.5 


190.0 


10.0 


192 2 


10. 5 






|oa. iz 




90. OX 




92,4Z 




229./ 


III 4 


206.9 


8.9 


209. 7 


9.0 




228. 1 


10 2 


209.2 


10.1 


210. U 


9. 7 




KmihMttut i 1 1 


:J illlil RirHlllll ecu liu*. 


( l)R I ) , ah of Moverohei 


, 1980. 







Salary Inrrcasau 
A|>|iro|ir luted for 
Illinois Public 

H IkIh-t Edu cation _ 

Percentage 
Clmnjjo _ 



4 . 0Z 

2.7 

5.0 

7.0 

4.5 

5.0 

8.0 

7.5 

8.0 

66. ft* 



** I'hmiiI.i; I |M.rri-iiraR<- ili.ui,;.. In k.»<'d upon lIi.ihk kri.nonri r leu data and tl„- I aali.ry Ihchm** appropr lal tliiuii(;h FYI98). 



increases for public university employees have noc kepc pace with Che 
race of inflation as indicaced by any of chese indices. Alchough ef- 
forts have been made Co restore university employees 1 purchasing power 
lost in recent years, such efforts have been frustrated by persistent 
and accelerating rates of inflation. 

While Che loss of employee purchasing power due to inflation is 
a serious concern, the relative competitiveness of salaries in Illinois 
higher education may be a more critical consideration. A number of in- 
tStitutious have reported that faculty are being attracted to more finan- 
cially rewarding non-academic positions, particularly in tire fields of 
accounting, business and engineering. *A recent national study has con- 
firmed the fact chat faculty salaries throughout the nation have de- 
clined relative to salaries paid to other professional groups. ^ For 
the ten year period from 1969-70 to 1979-80, the average salary for all* 
academic ranks declined 18.4 percent in constant dollars, the largest 
c-.cline of any professional employee group. In fact, during the same 
period, most groups experienced an increase in compensation. 

Of even greater concern, a recent Board of Higher Education study 
of faculty compensation indicates a general deterioration of compensa- 
tion at Illinois public universities in comparison to the compensation 

(2) 

paic oy similar institutions in otner states. 



W. Lee Hansen, "Regressing Into the Eighties: Annual Report on the 
Economic Status of the Profession, 1979-80," Academe , September, 1980. 
if 

State of Illinois, Board of Higher Education, "Compensation in 
Illinois Institutions of Higher Education," November 11, 1980. 
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. As indicated on Table IV- 6 .and Table IV- 7, a review of faculty 
compensation in Illinois public universities reflects deterioration in 
relative compensation over the period from fiscal year 1971 to fiscal 
year 1980. 

Table IV-6, which presents compensation comparisons adjusted for 
differences in the cost of living among states, also indicates that on 
the average fiscal year 19^0 compensation in public universities is 
from four percent to six percent below the median compensation for 
similar institutions in other states. Table IV-7, where no adjustments 
for cost of living differences are included,- still shows that fiscal 
year 1980 compensation in public universities is below the median for 
their respective comparison groups. 

The data on these tables are based upon three different sets of 
comparison groups used in the study ''Compensation in Illinois Institu- 
tions of Higher Educati ft." The similarity of the findings from a vari- 
ety of perspectives underscores the validity of the general jconclusion 
of the study. 

An annual review of salaries pc^u to University Civil Service em- 
ployees in comparison with similar employees m other State agencies 
has consistently indicated that University Civil Service salaries lag 
behind the salaries paid to similar employees in other State agencies. 
The Fall, 1930 study of Civil Service salaries found that university 
employees are paid approximately 14 percent less than their counter- 
parts in other State, agencies. This represents a deterioration of 
about one percent from* Fall, 1979 findings. 
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Table IV-6 



Faculty compensation' a Illinois public universities 

^AVERAGE PERCENTAGE A30VE OR (3ELCIO THE MEDIAN FOR COMPARISON GROUPS 
iLDJUS^D FOR DIFFERENCES IN T5E COST OF LIVING 



1980 'Comparison 3arzani 3ig Ten 

Groups Coco arts on Groups Universities 



FT1971 1.3% 1.52 (5.73) 

FY1975 (3.2) (2.7) * (4.7) 

F?:97? (5.0 (4.5) (4.7) 

FYL980 (6.1) (5.2) (4.0) 



Change FTI971 

To FTI980 (7.6) (7.7) 1.7 

Change FT1973 

To FTI980 ;3.5) (1.7) (0.1) 



Table IV-7 

FACULTY COMPENSATION IN ILLINOIS PU3LIC UNIVERSITIES 
AVERAGE PERCENTAGE A30VE OR (3ELCW) THE MEDIAN FOR COMPARISON GROUPS 
UNADJUSTED FOR DI -TERENCES IN THE COST OF LIVING 



1980 Comparison 3asaani 31? Ten 

Groups Coeoarison Group* Universities 



r;l971 5.3: 



FY1973 - 1. 1 (0.9) 

7V1979 (2.3) (0.6) C-) 

FY1980 (3.5) (3.6) ^.0) 



Chanse FY197I 

To 7T1980 (9.3) (6.3) L.l 

Change FY1975 

To ni930 (2.9) '2.2) 0.7 



5ourc2: Scace o: Illinois,. 3oard o: Signer Education. ' Coapensac -.or. 

•„r. Illinois In.cic^cions li Signer -ducacion." November 11. 
1930. 
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I While the disparity among institutions varies, the problem is com- 
mon to almost every campus. The solution to this problem requires 
both an adequate salary increase for all university employees and con- 
tinued efforts at the campus level to find resources to improve Civil 
Service compensation. 

As in prior years, restoring the competitiveness and lost purchas- 
ing power of faculty and staff compensation is a budgetary issue of 
critical importance to public universities in fiscal year 1982. There- 
fore, a total of $55,491,800 has been recommended for salary increases. 
This sum represents 65.1 percent of the total increases recommended for 
public universities in fiscal year 1982. 

These funds are provided to support salary increases of 10.5 per- 
cent for faculty, Civil Service staff, and other professional employees 
of public universities. Of this total percentage increase, 1.5 per- 
centage points are recommended to begin to restore the competitiveness 
of faculty and staff salaries. Progress toward the goal of catching up 
with levels of compensation provided by competing employers will be re- 
viewed annually. 

The salary increase recommendation for executive level administra- 
tive personnel in Illinois public universities* is limited to the gen- 
eral increase of nine percent. The funds provided for all salary in- 
creases were calculated on 90 percent of the personal services base of 
public universities. 
Nonpersonnel Expenditures 

The price increases for various goods and services purchased an- 
nually by colleges and universities froo fiscal year 1967 through fiscal 
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year 1980 are summarized on Table IV-8 and Table IV-9. These indices 
clearly show the sharp growth in nonpersonnel coses during recent 



years, particularly in the cost of utilities. 

The fiscal year 1982 budget recommendations for public universi- 
ties include $9,528,2G0 to. support an eignt percent cost increase for 
most goods and services. Economic forecasts for fiscal year 1982 de- 
veloped by Chase Econometrics and Data Resources, Inc. suggest that 
this is a conservative recommendation that will require universities 

to defer certain purchases, and find other means of stretching available 

I 

resources • 

As depicted on Table IV-9, utility costs have, increased at a much 
higher rate than cost increases for other types of goods and services 
purchased b> higher education institutions- A total of $8,400,700 is 
recommended for increased utility costs in public universities, depend- 
ing upon the mix and projected cost of fuel sources used at each campus. 
The cost increases zol specific campuses have been based upon projected 
increases of 20 percent for electricity, propane gas and fuel oii, 18 
percent for natural gas, 12 percent for coal, and 10 percent for all 
other utility expenditures. The utility increases recommended for each 
university range from 16 to 19 percent depending on the nix of fuel 
sources at each campus. 

The extent to which energy cost increases are affecting total op- 
erating budgets for Illinois public universities is clearly demonstrated 
by the figures cited above. The recommended funds for utility cost in- 
creases represent nearly 10 percent of che total increase recommended 
for universities and nearly as great a sum as tte increase recommended 
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Table 1V-8 
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Table IV-9 



UTILITY COMPONENTS OF THE HALSTEAD 
HIGHER EDUCATION PRICE INDEX 
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for all ocher nonpersonnel costs. Reductions in energy usage are clear- 
ly necessary to offset the effects of fuel price increase's. 

The need to continue energy conservation efforts in all public in- 
stitutions of higher education is reflected in recommendations for util- 
ity cost increases. In the development of these recommendations, an 
analysis of energy utilization at each campus was completed. The aver- 
age level of energy usage (BTU's per gross square foot of space) from 
fiscal year 1978 through fiscal year 1980 was compared to th<* projected 
usage for fiscal year 1981. If the fiscal year 1981 energy usage ex- 
ceeded the average for the prior three years, an adjustment was made to 
the utility cost increase recommended for the institution. First, no 
cost increase was provided for that portion of the utility budget which 
exceeded the average amount of energy usage for the prior three years. 
Second, the weighted cost increase was also reduced by one percentage 
point. If the energy usage in fiscal year 1981 was equal to or less 
than 99 percent of the three year average, the full weighted utility 
cost increase was provided to the institution. 
Physical Plant Maintenance for New 3uildings 

When new buildings are constructed and opened, additional funding 
for the operation and maintenance of such facilities is required. A 
total of $625,400 is recommended for the operation and maintenance of 
new buildings which will be opened during fiscal year 1982. Funds are 
provided at tr.e general rate of $1.72 per gross square foot, based 
upon an examination of current expenditures for variable operations and 
maintenance costs that normally increase when new space is added to a 
campus. 



Additional funds are provided for utility expenditures associated 
with the operation of the new buildings. Projected utility costs were 
based on an analysis of projected fuel usage for each building. The 
amount included in the recommendations for utilities ranges from $1.03 
to $1.63 per gross square foot depending on the energy sources at each 
camp up . 

In three cases physical plant maintenance funds recommended for 
fiscal year 1982 support operations and maintenance costs for only 
part of the academic year for these buildings. At Sangamon State Uni- 
versity funds are recommended to annualize support costs for the Pub- 
lic Affairs Center which opened during fiscal year 1981. Partial sup- 
port is also recommended for two buildings at the University of 
Illinois which are scheduled fcr completion after the beginning of fis- 
cal year 1982. The recommendations for physical plant maintenance for 
new buildings are displayed on Table IV-10. 
Program Support and Other 

A total of $11,252,600 is recommended for public universities for 
the improvement or expansion of existing academic programs and the 
initiation of a limited number of new programs. The incremental funds 
recommended for program support and other special needs include a total 
of 52.9 million supported through the phase-out of auxiliary enterprise 
subsidies at Southern Illinois University and revenues generated fjom 
tuition increases exceeding ten percent for higher cost programs at the 
University of Illinois < The total recommendation for program support 
and other, net of these university supported recommendations, is less 
than one percent of the total fiscal year 1982 recommendations for 
public universities . 
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Table IV- 10 



(In t liotisumln of Jul I. it ti) 



[tog; J uf Rc gento 

Noitbern Illinois University 
Vlrtz Hall Addition 

Siing.iMoti State University 
Public Affnlrn denier 

Subtotal 

S'oiit jiei 11 _1 1 M no 1 m On I vera It y 

t'<i i boiulale 

S« boo J of l..iu 

Sub tot ul 

1 vei^bj^L^ of Illinois 

Medical Center 
Convent 

Ui bji)d/('buM|>a Ign 

Pol Ice Tra lnlug Inul llute 
Avl.it luii OluKHionni 
riant Clinic 
1006 Meat OreK"" 
<>ratib Heticue 

Veterinary Metllrlne 4 , 5, 6 
Swim; Ket>e<ir<.b (.inter 

SubCot ul 

lot.il 



FY 1982 K K( 'A IKft IKH HAT 1 (MS 
PHYSICAL PUNT HAimFIJAWK FOR NBW HIIII.IHMCS 



Tutal (»roua 



; j>n 



198,672 



99,948 



21 ,t>00 



I , 100 
8,067 
2,592 
4,121 
4 ,500 
10,650 
34 ,1100 



Hnntbb for Wblcb 
Support Is 
Recommended 



3 muiitbH 



12 montba 



1 2 wont 1 1 ii 



12 tuontlnt 

12 KklllttlH 

I 2 iftonl bii 

12 wontbu 

I 2 innnt lis 

9 maul \ttl 

9 luoiitbti 



Recommended 
Fun d lnt; 



106.7: 



119.8 



14.3 



2.6 
24.2 

7.8 
12.4 
11.0 
24.0 
76.5 



$130.8 



$319.8 



$1/4 -H 
$625.4 



ERLC 



The specific programs at each public university campus that are 
supported by these recommendations are described in Appendix A. These 
recommendations will allow public universities to respond more effec- 
tively to important academic priorities during fiscal year 1982. 
Priorities addressed through program support and ether recommendations 
for public universities are summarized below. 

Responding to Changing Enrollment Demands . Over the past five 
years, increased opportunities in the professions of business, law, 
and engineering have attracted many more program majors to these fields. 
Institutions have sought to meet these demands by reallocating resources 
and placing limits on the number of majors or service courses available. 
In some instances pressures on institutional resources have jeopardized 
accreditation standards. In addition, universities have continued to 
seek to serve students who, because of time, distance and other con- 
straints, may not be able to take advantage of existing program offer- 
ings. The responses of public* universities to such needs have included 
offering programs on weekends, evenings and at new geographical loca- 
tions. A total of $2,265,000 of program support is recommended to 
assist the universities in responding to these changing enrollment de- 
mands . 

Improving the Quality of Instruction , In some university programs 
the quality of instruction has been eroded due to combinations of the 
following factors: the deterioration or obsolescence of academic equip- 
ment; the need to utilize faculty more effectively and to assist fac- 
ulty in improving their skills and in developing new areas of expertise; 




-49- 



deficiencies in academic support resources; and ^he heavy workloads 
placed on faculty in areas of rapidly expanding student demand. Pro- 
grain support of $1,595,400 has been recommended in those instances 
where improvements in the quality of instruction are necessary because 



Health . Health science programs are recommended to receive the 
largest portion of program support in fiscal year 1982. More than one- 
third of the support for health professions education programs is rec- 
ommended to replace federal funds that were used to finance enrollment 
expansion in the 1970 f s. Roughly one- third of the program support in 
this area is directed toward fulfilling enrollment level commitments in 
medicine, dentistry, and medical residencies. 

Mearly 30 percent of the health program recommendations will sup- 
port continuing quality improvements in veterinary medicine at the Uni- 
versity of Illinois-Urbana/Chanipaign and enhancing student access to nurs- 
ing and allied health programs. Student access will be improved largely 
by expanding existing programs and developing off-campus programs in 
underserved regions of the State. A total of $2,683,100 is recommended 
to support programs in health professions education programs. 

Responses to High Priority Social and Economic Meeds . Public uni- 
versities are called upon to contribute to the solution of important 
social, economic and technological problems facing the State and nation. 
The fiscal year 1982 budget recommendations support: 1) energy research 
focusing on the improved utilization of coal; 2) a progr^ to make fac- 
ulty expertise more readily available to work on research and problem- 
solving efforts in industry and State government; and 3) the provision 
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of special educational services such as the cooperative extension pro- 
gram and the Fire Services Institute at the University of Illinois- 
Urbana/Champaign and the Chicago Teachers Center at Northeastern 
Illinois University. A total of $933,600 is recommended to help re- 
♦ spond to such social and economic needs. 

New Programs . Institutions of higher education must continue to 
re-orient existing programs and develop new programs if they are to 
serve the changing interests and objectives of students. Funds to sup- 
port such efforts are usually a combination of incremental and reallo- 
cated dollars ♦ 

In December, 1980 the Board of Higher Education approved new aca- 
demic programs for public diversities . Six new instructional programs 
are to be supported totally through reallocated dollars. Incremental 
funding totaling $202,300 is recommended for four new instructional 
programs: a master's degree in music, a bachelor's degree in occupa- 
tional therapy, and two associate degree programs in allied health. 

Other* a. total of $3,573,200 is recommended to support other in- 
stitutional improvement activities. More than one-half of this support 
is recommended for the needed replacement of equipment. Virtually 
every public university has an inventory of equipment that has beccme 
obsolete due to technological advances or is simply too old to be func- 
tional. Support is also recommended to correct deficiencies in the 
cperation, repair, and maintenance of physical plant under this budget 
category. Additional activities that are recommended for support in- 
clude improving library resources, implementing a computerized finan- 
cial aid system, and providing cost increases for fire protection at 
public universities that contract with municipalities for tnis service. 
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An increase of nine percent is provided for fire proceccion cose 
increases in fiscal year 1982, based upon che mosc recenc increase in 
che Illinois Municipal Price Index. This represents che chird year 
chac chis approach for adjusting fire proceccion r* imbursements accord- 
ing co k inflation has been used cache r than a formula based upon FTE 
scudenc enrollment. 

Adjustments co che Fiscal Year 1981 Appropriation Base 

The Master Plan of the Board of Higher Education emphasises the 
role of internal reallocation in meeting part of the resource require- 
ments of higher education. Of necessity, faculty and staff positions 
and other resources are shifted continuously from areas of declining 
need to those activities which require additional resources. In par- 
ticular, the continuing process of program review assists in the iden- 
tification of resources that can be reallocated to higher priority 
needs . 

The allocation of scarce resources also requires that judgments be 
made about the relative needs and priorities among institutions. Past 
budgetary decisions and changes in enrollment patterns have resulted in 
significant variations in instructional costs among university campuses. 
Although the analysis of institutional costs is a complex and inexact 
procedure, it is a useful tool in evaluating the relative resource 
needs of university campuses. The fiscal year 1982 budget recommenda- 
tions include adjustments to current university budgets based upon a 
comparative analysis of instructional costs among similar academic pro- 
grams at different campuses. This analysis is based on the fiscal year 



1980 Unit Cost Study coppleted by the public universities and the Board 

\ 

of Higher Education, 

The comparative cost analysis relates the instructional costs per 
credit hour offered by each public university to the statewide average 
unit cost for similar academic disciplines and levels of instruction. 
This analytical method avoids distortions caused when total unit costs 
among campuses are compared without regard to the composition of stu- 
dents enrolled in each academic discipline or the differences in the 
mix of relatively expensive or inexpensive academic programs. 

The analysis of instructional costs used in these budget recom- 
mendations includes all levels of instruction at all public university 
campuses, except for the public university medical schools and denial 
schools which are not included in the Unit Cost Study. Physical plant 
xaintenance costs weife excluded from the analysis because these expen- 
ditures do not vary with changes in enrollment. Fixed operating costs 
totaling $1,900,000 for academic support, student services and insti- 
tutional support were also excluded from the comparative analysis be- 
cause every university, irrespective of size, must maintain certain 
overhead functions. Larger universities are able to spread the costs 
of such functions over many stu^ nts, thereby reducing their overall 
unit costs. Small institutions, ...wever, are unable to achieve these 
economies of scale. 

The results of the comparative cost analysis are presented on 
Table IV- 11. 

The instructional costs per credit hour at each public university 
vere compared zo the average instructional costs per credit hour for 
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all public universicies for each academic discipline by level of in- 
struction. A negative adjustment was made to the budget for those in- 
5 stitutions in which the instructional costs per credit hour exceeded 
105 percent of the statewide average. The amount of the adjustment was 
equal to one-fifth of the difference between the institution instruc- 
tional costs per credit hour and 105 percent of the statewide average. 
A negative adjustment is recommended to the budget for three universi- 
ties — Governors State University, Sangamon State University, and 
Southern Illinois University-Edwardsville . 

Positive adjustments have been recommended to provide greater sup- 
port per student at Eastern Illinois University and Northeastern 
Illinois University. Instructional costs per credit hour at these in- 
stitutions are more than five percent below the statewide average; 
hence, these institutions have less flexibility for achieving produc- 
tivity gains required at other campuses. In addition to these positive 
adjustments, funds are also recommended to improve program quality 
based on special analytical studies and specific requests for program 
support . 

Another means of improving the level of support per student is to 
control che level of enrollments so that institutional resources are 
not unduly burdened. The effective use of planned enrollment reduc- 
tion by some institutions in fiscal year 1980 helped reduce the funding 
disoarities found in the fiscal year 1979 unit cost study. Efforts to 
improve instructional quality through this means should be continued. 

Senate Resolution 508, passed in June, 1980, called for the Board 
of Higher Education and university systems to continue efforts to 



reduce disparities in instructional costs. The Resolution also called 
for the 3o,ird of Higher Education and the university systems to place 
greater emphasis "on the evaluation of funds allocated tc university 
activities which are not directly related to academic instruction, sucl 
as administration, operation and maintenance of the physical plant, in- 
tercollegiate athletics and other non-instructional activities," and 
requires the Board of Higher Education to submit its findings and rec- 
ommendations to the General Assembly by January 14, 1981. 

Part of the response to this resolution is provided by the use of 
comparative cost base adjustments in these budget recommendations. As 
discussed earlier, the recommendations also require savings in non- 
instructional costs through energy conservation and productivity gains 
of about $3.1 million through the use of a 90 percent base for calcula- 
ting salary increases. These savings will be achieved through the 
identification of lower priority activities on public university cam^ 
puses. More detailed university responses to Senate Resolution 508 
will be presented in the complete response to the Resolution. 

Another category of adjustments to the fiscal year 1981 appropria- 
tions is related to the implementation of financial guidelines estab- 
lished by the universities in cooperation with the Legislative Audit 
Commission. These adjustments cover a number of self-supporting acti- 
vities which were not previously included in the appropriations process 

A positive financial guidelines adjustment is recommended if addi- 
tional revenues from these self-supporting activities in axcess of rec- 
ommended cost and salary increases are being deposited into the Income 
Fund for appropriation. A negative financial guidelines adjustment is 
recommended if there is a reduction in revenues for these activities. 
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Negative adjustments to fiscal year 1981 appropriations were also 
made to reflect the reduction of leased space, nonrecurring activities, 
and resources made available through the provision of partially dupli- 
cative funding for the Laboratory School at Illinois State University * 
Universities Income Fund 

The Universities Income Fund is a State appropriation account into 
which tuition cnarges, sales and service fees, transcript fees, fines, 
and certain investment income are deposited* In developing budget rec- 
ommendations, the total resource requirements for each .university are 
determined by reviewing each university's budget request in the context 
of the overall needs and priorities of higher education. After rasource 
requirements have been established for each university, estimated Uni- 
versities Income Fund revenues are subtracted from the total resource 
requirements to determine the amount of support required from the Gen- 
eral Revenue Fund. 

The amount of revenue deposited into the Universities Income Fund 
for e^ch campus is directly related to the tuition race charged, the 
number of students enrolled, and fees collected. Each university pro- 
vides a entailed estimate of funds available for appropriation from 
the Universities Income Fund based on its enrollment projections for 
fiscal year 1982* In addition, each university projects the numoer of 
institutional and statutory tuition waivers and the beginning and end- 
ing fund balances projected for that year. Fund balances at the end of 
the fiscal year are necessary to meet liquidity and cash flow needs. 

Adjustments to these Income Fund projections are made by both the 
universities and the staff of the Board of Higher Education during the 
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budget review process. The Universities Income fund recommendations 
for fiscal year 1982 are presented on Tables IV-12 and tV-13, respec- 
tively.' The following narrative explains each colutm: of these tables. 

FY1981 Appropriations . These are the current fiscal year appro- 
priations from the Income Fund for each university. 

Original University Estimates for FY1982 . The amounts shown are 
the estimates for the Income Fund for fiscal year 1982 provided by the 
universities in the budget request document. 

University Revisions to Estimates . University revisions* to the 
original Income Fund request may be submitted after institutional re- 
view of actual Fall enrollments for the current year. Fall enrollment 
data are generally unavailable when the budget request is prepared. 
Frequently, knowledge of actual Fall enrollment data requires adjust- 
ments to be made to the amounts projected in che budget request docu- 
ment. 

Carryover Adjustments . These are adjustments made to the Univer- 
sities Income Fund balances projected for the beginning and ending of 
:he year. 

Institutional Waivers . In the Spring of 1971, the 3oard of Higher 
Education adopted a policy to reduce the number of undergraduate insti- 
tutional tuition waivers to tyo percent of undergraduate students. 
r -ivil Service and statutory waivers are excluded from this policy rec- 
ommendation. Adjustments to the University Income Fund have been made 
to implement the 3oard of Higher Education's undergraduate tuition 
waiver policy. These adjustments will increase the tuition revenue 
available to meet other important higher education priorities. 



Implementation of Financial Guidelines , \n order to implement 



financial guidelines developed by the public universities in response 
to concerns and issues raised by the Auditor General and the Legisla- 
tive Audit Commission, certain funds collected by the universities are 
now deposited into the Universities Income Fund. Most of these funds 
must be appropriated to support ongoing activities which were previously 
supported by non-appropriated funds. Implementation of these finan- 
cial guidelines requires an adjustment to both the Universities Income 
Fund appropriation and the total university resource requirements. 
These adjustments are referred to as "Implementation of Financial Guide- 



Total Revised Estimates for FY1982 . This column reflects the im- 
pact of the adjustments just discussed upon the original university es- 
timates for fiscal year 1982. 

Gross Tuition Revenue . This column provides an estimate of the 
additional revenue to be deposited in the Universities Income Fund as a 
result of the recommended academic year tuition rate increases for fis- 
cal year 1982. (See Appendix B.) 

A general increase of 10 percent in the tuition rate for both un- 
aergraduate and graduate students is recommended. In addition, the 
recommendations recognize the action of the University of Illinois 
vhich provides for additional tuition increases ranging from $50 to 
$158 for upper division and graduate students, and students in law, 
medicine, dentistry, and veterinary medicine. Certain program support 
recommendations at the University of Illinois are financed from the 
additional revenue attributable to the differential tuition rates 
approved by the 3oard of Trustees. 
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2.1 JO. 4 
4,762.0 
6 /J 10.0 


J. 69/. 2 
6.110. 1 
2, 100.0 
4,717.6 
7,000.0 


(284. )) 
109.6 
(49.6) 
0- 
90 ) . 1 




-0- 
121. 1 

-0 

100.0 

-0- 


-0- 

-.9.5 
7.2 
-0- 

05 . (i 


3.412.9 
6,390.3 
2,057.6 
4.817.6 
7 ,968. 7 


Ito.tl il ill Ki g«'lll s 


$ 25,7/1.5 


$ 26,565.5 


S 181 . I 




II5.J 


$157.9 


$ 27.219.7 


Illinois St, lit: till! verb Ity 
Not llir to Illinois University 
S, iiiK.utw hi '.it ale University 


lu.*<» / 4 
1 1,414 1 
1 .540.0 


11.423. 1 
11.620. 7 
1.521.7 


-0- 
151 .8 




-u- 
-0- 


157.9 
0- 

-0- 


H. 581.0 
14 .087. 7 
1.551.0 


Southern Illinois Un 1 vr i s> 1 l_y 


$ 2 7,006.4 


$ JO, 748. 5 




$ 


489.6 


$290.6 


$ 28,698.3 


C.ir IxmmI.i le 
l-dwird-.vl Mr . 


21.005. 1 
6.521. 1 


24.251.0 
6.497.5 


(1.290,9) 
452.5 




167.0 
122.6 


244.6 
*>4 . 0 


21 ,371.7 
7, 126.6 


I'y L v r 1 *• 1 1 x °.! ! M 1 ,| _ , >i* 


$ 1 7, OIK 9 


$ lB,qo(J.q 


$ iu6.5 


$? 


,452.5 


$J52. / 




Clilr.ij'o CI 1 1 lr 
Mrdh.il (Vnlur 
Hi I».iii.i/( It.iMjM 1 
Ceiiri.il University 


II. 10 J.I 

4. H2.4 
21, 101.4 
75.0 


1 1,505.0 
4. 189.0 
21,896.0 
150.0 


105 7 
(127. 0) 
127 8 




915.5 
2 14 . 1 

, 102.9 
-0 


47. / 
15.0 

189.2 

-0 


12,613.9 
6.511.9 
2 1.515.9 
150.0 


lot.il 


$1 14,109.1 


^!JJJ,9 01.9 




U 


,^78.4 


$tt)1.5 


$121^176.8 
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x 

\ 

k 982 umvhitsrrihs imcohk nm:» ioxomukhhai i«ms 

(in Hmmi i|h o| Jo 11. lis) 



Ke cownuiiueJ lull Ion lni»re.iuc 





Tol.il Kovlscil 
Kst lm«ite 
for KYI 982 


Kioti'i 
Toil Ion 
He ven ul- 


Less 

Kef 1 

Ad ]ost went 


Net Revenue 
1 I Oiu |{ trirouiiin* 1 1 i\ 4* ii 
'lull Ion 1 ne t esse 


To tn I 
Recofuoieii<l«) t iontt 
for FY 1982 


H<mi«1 of Coventors 


$ 24, MM 


$ UM;9 


$ 47.1 


$ ?.,265.6 


$ 26,912.7 


t:iiU'.« K o Sin to Unlveislty 
Cisit-m Illinois linlveislly 
Covrri.ors Sl.uc University 
Hoi t lie. is teen Illinois Unlvisily 
Western Illinois IhilvL-i ully 


3,412.9 
6, i90.3 
2,057.6 
4,81 7.6 
7,961', 7 


145.4 
588.0 
184.2 
511.2 
684 . 1 


-0- 
-0- ~ 
12.0 
J2.5 
2.8 


145.4 
588 .0 
1/2.2 
470. 7 
681 . 1 


3,758. J 
6,9 78.3 
2,229.8 
5.296.3 
8, 650. 0 


Ho.ifn* ot Keg^nts 


$ 2/ 2 2J9. 7 


$ 2,Sl5. » 


$ 85,6 


$ 2,449. 7 


$ 29,669.4 


Illinois i>| ate Un 1 Vei s 1 1 y 
Hoi t lie in Illinois Dill Vel *l 1 « y 
Siiii^oinon Suite University 


11,581.0 
14,087.7 
1,551.0 


1,084 4 
1 , 106 . 4 
14/,. 5 


12.5 
50.7 

2.4 


1,051 .9 
1,255. 7 
142. 1 


12,632.9 
15, J43.4 
1,69 1. 1 


Son 1 lie hi lilt no 1 s Un 1 Vfci » 1 1 y 


$ 28,698.] 


$ 2,150.9 


$ 73.8 


$ 2,07 7. 1 




C.h Itood.ile 
h«lw<i i «lsv 1 1 | e 


21, J7I.7 
7,126.6 


1 ,580.5 
570.4 


49. 1 
24. 7 


I.J Jl .4 

545. 7 


22,903. I 
7,872.3 


Hi* 1 ve i s lly oj^ J 1 1 1 no 1 s 


$ 40,!Ull. / 


$ 5,116.1 


$143, 1 


$ 


$ 45,984. 7 


(.hit ,ij»o t:i re le 
MeJU.il t:enlet 
Hi hiiiia/t li.uu|)U 1 gn 
C.Miei.il University 


12,611.9 
4,511.9 
M.515.9 
150 0 


1 ,62 7.4 
7U.2 

2,955.5 
-0 


94.4 
13.2 

15.5 

~0~ 


1,531.0 
720.0 
2,920.0 
0 


14J66.9 
5.2VI.9 
* 6, 4 15.9 
150.0 


Total 


$W[, 176.8 


$12, 315.2 


$149.0 


$1 1 1,965.4 


$133,342.2 
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Net Refund Adjustment . To the extent that refunds of tuition pay- 
ments are required, the recommended tuition increase will result in 
larger refund payments. The Refund Adjustment column is an estimate 
of these increased requirements. In some cases no adjustment is re- 
quired because the university refund calculation was sufficient to 
cover the tuition increase. 

Net Revenue from Recommended Tuition Increase . This is the net 
amount of additional revenue to be deposited in the Universities Income 
Fund from the recommended tuition rate' increase. 

Total Recommendations for TY1982 . This the total amount to be 
available for fiscal year 1982 appropriations from the Universities In- 
come Fund. The amount shown reflects all of the adjustments and the 
additional revenue generated from the recommended tuition rate increase. 
Other Appropriated Fund Sources C 

Table IV-14 presents the fiscal year 1982 recommendations for pub- 
lic universities by source of appropriated State funds. The category 
"Other" includes recommended appropriations from the 3oard of Governors 
Cooperative Computer Center Revolving Fund, the Agricultural Premium 
Fund, and the Fire Prevention Fund. 

The 3oard of Governors Cooperative Computer Center Revolving Fund 
supports centralized data processing activities serving Chicago State 
University, Northeastern Illinois University, and Governors State Uni- 
* versity. For operating purposes, there is a double appropriation for 

the Board of Governors Cooperative Computer Center. Recommended appro- 
priations to participating universities are reflected in the General 
Revenue Fund totals. 
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Recommended appropriations from the Agricultural Premium Fund sup 
port the Cooperative Extension Program at the University or Illinois. 
Appropriations from the Fire Prevention Fund support the Illinois Fire 
Service Institute. In prior years, these funds were appropriated to 
the State Fire Marshall and then allocated to the University of 
Illinois on a contractual basis. 
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FY 1982 HLCOnMFUHA'l IONS 
SOIIKCB OF FUNOS 
IINIVFKSU'IKS OI'KKATIONS AND CRANIS 



(In i ltiHih.in»lM of dollars) 





i.Viier.il 


Unlversl t leu 


Other 






Revenue 


1 limine 


A|ipi n|»r liiled 






Fniid 


Fillip 


Funds 


Total 


lu»a r tl of l»o vcntor b 


$1! 1,06. 6 


$ 26,912.7 


$2,48]. J 


$140,510.6 


Cliliagu Statu Unlveislty 


i8,5'»/.8 


J./58.1 


-0- 


22,156.1 


K.isii-rn Illinois Ifittvft sit y 


21, 211. 9 


6,978.1 


-0- 


30,212.2 


tluvcrnorb St.it e University 


14,080.6 


2,229,8 


-0- 


16, J10.4 


Nor t lii'iittt t*r it Illinois University 


2| 404 . 7 


^ 9 OA 1 




9A 7m n 

£0 , /111 .tj 


Wi ytejii Illinois Ihilvi-i :» i t y 


l2|99/.8 


8,650.0 


-0- 


41,647.8 


( l»»*|*el.lt 1 V C («OM|Mt tl*l (>t*litt~'I 


-0- 


-0- 


9 AH 1 1 


9 Aft l 1 


(.cut i.il Of t lie 


821.8 


-0- 


-0- 


821.8 


Un.iftl ol Ku^cjits 


120,598.8 


29,669.4 


-0- 


150,268.2 


1 1 1 1 ltd lb St«itu Uiilverslt y 


A A 17 1 A 


1 ') Ail n 


- ()- 


59 ,004 . 1 


llortlium Illinois Unlvci :»lt y 


59,999.4 


15, 141.4 


-0- 


75,142.8 


Stiit^timon Statu Uiilvett. ity 


i J, 59/. 6 


1 ,69). 1 


-0- 


15,290.7 


C* ntrul Of t leu 


640.4 


-0- 


-0 - 


6 10.4 


Southern Illinois Uiilv sliy 


1 JO ,54 1.6 


10,7/5,4 




IfHjUj) 


t'.irliouiU 1 c 


90,687.8 


22.90J.I 


-0- 


* 111,590.9 


Mw.icdsvl 1 lu 


18,850.6 


7,872. 1 


0- 


46,722.9 


Syotcn 01 1 It e 


1,(101.2 


-0- 


-0- 


1,001.2 


University jif IJUnult. 


142,991.5 


45,984. 7 


5,881 J} 


194,858.0 


t:ii 1 « (1 cc le 


56,492./ 


14, 166.9 


(J 


70,659.6 


Mcilliul Center 


104,942. 1 


5,211.9 


-0- 


110,174.0 


tli l».imi/C|i.iiH|>.i();it 


159,026./ 


26,4 15.0 


5.211.9 


190,696.5 


<;«*iit*r.i| thtlvftslty 


22,510.0 


150.0 


647.9 


21,127.9 


I'ol.il 


$705^68.5 


$1 »>, 142.2 


$8,161. 1 


$846,971.8 



ALL UNIVERSITIES 



FY1982 Recoromendations 
(dollars in thousands) 



Resource Requirements 



FY1981 Projected Expenditures 

Adjustments to the FY1981 Projected Expenditures 



Implementation of Financial 

Guidelines 
Comparative Cost Analysis 
Duplicated Funding of 

Laboratory School 
Nonrecurring Activities 

Recommended Increases 

Salary Increase 
General Cost Increase 
Utility Cost Increase 
0 & M for New Buildings 
Program Support 
Other 



(264.2) 
(686.9) 

(177.2) 
(76.0) 



55,491.8 
9,528.2 
8,400.7 
625.4 
7,679.4 
3,573.2 



$762,879.4 
(1,204.3) 



85,298.7 



FY1982 Appropriation Recommendation 



$846,973.8 



Source of Appropriated Funds 



General Revenue Fund 
University Income Fund 
Agricultural Premium Fund 
Fire Prevention Fund 
Cooperative Computer Center 
Revolving Fund 



705,268.5 
133,342.2 
5,233.9 
647.9 

2,481.3 



Total Appropriated Funds 



$846,973, 
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BOARD OF GOVERNORS 
SYSTEM TOTAL 



FY1982 Recommendations 
(dollars in thousands) 

Resource Requirements 

FY1981 Projected Expenditures $126,810.1 

Adjustments to the FY1981 Projected Expenditures 148.5 

Comparative Cost Analysis 148.5 

Recommended Increases 13,572.0 

Salary Increase 9 , 081 . 2 

General Cost Increase 1,674.1 

Utility Cost Increase 1,278.8 

Program Support 1,259.9 

Other 278.0 

FY1982 Appropriation , Recommendation $ 140,530.6 



Sourc e of Appropriated Funds 

General Revenue Fund 
University Income Fund 
Cooperative Computer Center 

Total Appropriated Funds 



111,136.6 
26,912.7 

Revolving Fund 2,481.3 

$140,530.6 
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BOARD OF GOVERNORS 
CHICAGO STATE UNIVERSITY 



FY1982 Recommendations 
(dollars in thousands) 



Resource Requirements 

FY1981 Projected Expenditures 

Adjustments to the FY1981 Projected Expenditures 
Cooperative Computer Center 



Reallocation 2.1 
Recommended Increases 

Salary Increase 1,462.7 

General Cost Increase 259.8 

Utility Cost Increase 211,0 

Program Support 227.5 



rf!982 Appropriation Recommendation 



Source of Appropriated Funds 

General Revenue Fund 18,597.8 
University Income Fund 3,758.3 

Total ADoroDriated Funds 
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BOARD OF GOVERNORS 
CHICAGO STATE UNIVERSITY 



Supporting Detail 
(dollars in thousands) 



Program Support 



B.S. in Occupational Therapy * * 80.3 

Allied Health 98.8 

Medici Records Administration 27.2 

pietetics 45.3 

Radiation Therapy Technology 26.3 
B.S. in Nursing 48.4 
< 

Total Program Support $ 227 . 5 



University Income F v nd 

University Original Estimate for FY1982 3,697.2 
University Revisions to Estimate (284.3) 
Tuition Increase 345.4 

Total University Income Fund $ 3,75G. < 3 



BOAPB CF GOVERNORS 

EASTERN ILLINOIS UNIVERSITY 



FY1932 Recommendations 
(dollars in thousands) 



Resource Requirements 

FY1981 Projected Expenditures 

Adjustments to the FY1981 Projected Expenditures 



Comparative Cos. Analysis 

Recommended Increases 

Salary Increase 
General Cost Increase 
Utility Cost Increase 
Program Support 
Other 

7Y1982 Appropriation Recommendation 



110.7 



1,992.4 
313.7 
271.0 
365.1 
7.6 



$ 27,151.7 
110.7 

2,949.8 



$ 30,212.2 



Source of Appropriated Funds 

General Revenue Fund 
University Income Fund 



23,233.9 
6,978.3 



Total Appropriated Funds 



$ 30,212.2 



V 

V 

\ 

/ 
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BOARD 0? GOVERNORS 

EASTERN ILLINOIS UNIVERSITY 



Supporting Detail 
(dollars in thousands) 



Program Support 

Improvement of Instruction in 

Business /Economics 52 . 0 

Academic Equipment /Support 300.0 

Faculty Development 13.1 

Total Program Support $ 365. 1 



Other 

Fire Protection 7.6 

Total Other - S 7-6 



University Incoirie Fund 



University Original Estimate for FY1982 6,110.1 

University Revisions to Estimate 109.6 

Carryover Ad:ustment 121.1 

Institutional Waiver Adjustment 49.5 

Tuition Increase 588.0 

Total University Income Fund $ 6 ,978 . 3 
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BOARD OF GOVERNORS 
GOVERNORS STATE UNIVERSITY 



FY1982 Recommendations 
(dollars in thousands) 



Resource Requirements 

FY1981 Projected Expenditures 

Adjustments co the FY1981 Projected Expenditures 



Cooperative Compjuter Center 

Reallocation 
Comparative Cost Analysis 

Recommended Increases 

Salary Increase 
General Cost Increase 
Utility Cost Increase 
Program Support 
Other 

FY1982 Appropriation t<ecomraendation 



20.7 
(59.2) 



994.2 
259.4 
134.7 
58.3 
101.5 



$ 14,800.8 
(38.5) 



1,548.1 



$ 16,310.4 



Source of Appropriated Funds 

General Revenue Fund 
University Income Fund 

Total ADoropriated Funds 



14,080.6 
2,229.8 



S 16,310.4 



BOARD OF GOVERNORS 
GOVERNORS STATE UNIVERSITY 



Support ing Detail 
(dollars in thousands) 



Program Support 

Master of Health Sciences in 

Health Services Administration 58,3 

Total Program Support S 38.3 



Other 



Equipment Replacement 100.0 
Fire Protection 1.5 

Total Other $ 101.5 



University Income Fund 

University Original Estimate for FY1982 2,100.0 

University Revisions to Estimate (^9.6) 

Institutional Waiver Adjustment 7.2 

Tuition Increase 172.2 

Total University Income Fund 3 2,229.8 



ERIC 



-75- 

9 Sj 



30ARD OF GOVERNORS 

NORTHEASTERN ILLINOIS UNIVERSITY 



FY1982 Recommendations 
(dollars in thousands) 

Resource Requirements 

FY1981 Projected Expenditures * $ 23,847.1 

Adjustments to the FY1981 Projected Expenditures 74.2 

Cooperative Computer Center 

Reallocation (22.8) 
Comparative Cost Analysis 97.0 

Recommended Increases 2,779.7 

Salary Increase 1,744.4 

General Cost Increase 313.9 

Utility Cost Increase 217.4 

Program Support 404.0 

Other 100.0 

FY1982 Appropriation Recommendation . $ 26,701.0 



Source of Appropriated Funds 

General Revenue Fund 
University Income Fund 



Total Appropriated Funds 



21,404.7 
5,296.3 



$ 26,701.0 
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30ARD OF GOVERNORS 

NORTHEASTERN ILLINOIS UNIVERSITY 



ERJC 



Supporting Detail 
(dollars in thousands) 



Program Support 

M. A. in Music 30.0 
Chicago Teachers Center 74.0 
Improving Undergraduate Instruction 300.0 

Total Program Support $ 404.0 



Other 

Replacement of Telephone System 100.0 

Total Other $ 100,0 

University Income Fund 

University Original Estimate for FY1982 4,717.6 
^ Carryover Adjustment 100.0 
Tuition Increase 478.7 

Total University Income Fund S 5,296.3 



30ARD OF GOVERNORS 

WESTERS ILLINOIS UNIVERSITY 



FY1982 Recommendations 
(dollars in thousands) 



Resource Requirements 

FY1981 Projected Expenditures 



S 37,778.5 



Recommended Increases 

Salary Increase 
General Cost Increase 
Utility Cost Increase 
Program Support 
Otner 

FY1982 Appropriation Recommendation 



3,869.3 



2,733.6 
417.1 
444., 
205.0 
58.9 



$ 41,647.8 



Source of Appropriated Funds 

General Revenue Fund 
University Income Fund 

Total Appropriated Funds 



32,997.3 
8,650.0 



$ 41,647.3 



ERLC 
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30ARD OF GOVERNORS 

WESTERN ILLINOIS UNIVERSITY 



Supporting Detail 
(dollars in thousands) 



Program Support 

College of Business 
Micro Electronics in Industry 
Modernization of Koine Economics 
Laboratories and Equipment 

Total Program Support 



Other 

Repair and Maintenance 
Fire Protection 

r otal Other 



U n i versitv Income Fund 

University Original Estimate for FY1982 
University Revisions to Estimate 
Institutional Waiver Adjustment 
Tuition Increase 

Total University Income Fund 



dOARD OF GOVERNORS 
COOPERATIVE COMPUTER CENTER 



FY1982 Recommendations 
(dollars in thousands) 



Resource Reauirements 



FY1981 Projected Expenditures 



$ 2,283.6 



Recommended Increases 

Salary Increase 
General Cost Increase 

FY1982 Aoorooriation Recommendation 



103.0 
94.7 



197.7 



$ 2,481.3 



Source of Appropriated Funds 

Cooperative Computer Center Revolving Fund 2,481.3 

Total Appropriated Funds $ 2,481.3 
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BOARD OF GOVERNORS 
CENTRAL OF? ICE 



FY1982 Recommendations 
(dollars in thousands) 

Resource Requirements 

FY1981 Projected Expenditures 

Recommended Iucraases 

Salary Increase 
General Cost Increase 

FY1982 Appropriation Recommendation 

Source of Appropriated Funds 
General Revenue Fund 
Total Appropriated Funds 



BOARD OF REGENTS 
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BOARD OF REGENTS 
SYSTEM TOTAL 



FY1982 Recommendations 
(dollars in chousands) 

Resource Requirements 

FY1981 Projected Expenditures $135,884.2 
Adjustments to the FY1981 Projected Expenditures (135.0) 

Implementation of Financial 

Guidelines 212.8 

Duplicated Funding of Laboratory 

School " (177.2) 

Comparative Cost Analysis (94.6) 

Nonrecurring Activities ^76.0) 

Recommended Increases $ 14,519.0 

Salary Increase 9,7Z5.1 

General Cost Increase 1,831.7 

Utility Cost Increase 1,327.5 

0 & M for New Buildings 130.8 

Program Support 735.3 

Other 768.6 

FY1982 Appropriation Recommendation $150,268. 2 



Source ol: Appropriaxed Funds 

General Revenue Fund 
Universitv Income fund 



Total Appropriated Funds 



120,598.8 
29,669.- 



$150,268.2 
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BOARD OF REGENTS 
ILLINOIS STATE UNIVERSITY 



FY1982 Recommendations 
(dollars in thousands) 



Resource Requirements 

FY1981 Projected Expenditures S 53,^44.1 

Adjustments to the FY1981 Projected Expenditures (89.4) 

Implementation of Financial 

Guidelines 87.8 

Duplicated Funding of 

Laboratory School (177.2) 

Recommended Increases 5,649.6 

Salary Increase 3,779.0 

General Cost Increase 723.4 

Utility Cost Increase 510.4 

Program Support 350.0 

Other 286.8 

FY1982 Appropriation Recommendation S 59,004. 3 



Source of Appropriated Funds 

General Revenue Fund 
University Income Fund 



Total AoDrooriated Funds 



46,371.4 
12,632.9 



S 59,004.3 
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30ARD OF REGENTS 
ILLINOIS STATE UNIVERSITY 



Supporting Detail 
(dollars in thousands) 



Program Support 



Improvement of Undergraduate 

Instruction 350.0 

Total Program Support 



Other 



Physical Plant Maintenance 



Fire Protection ^plU.S 
Total Other 

University Income Tun d 

University Original Estimate for ET1982 11,423.1 

Institutional Waiver Adjustment 157.9 

Tuition Increase 1,051.9 

Total University Income Fund 
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BOARD OF REGENTS 

NORTHERN ILLINOIS UNIVERSITY 



FY1982 Recommendations * 
(dollars -in thousands) 

Resource Requirements 

FY1981 Projected Expenditures $ 67,986.5 

Adjustments to the FY1981 Projectec Expenditures 125.0 

Implementation of Financial 

Guidelines 125. 0 

Recommended Increases _ 7,231.3 

Salary Increase" 4,951.6 

, General Cost Increase 863.7 

Utilitfy Cost Increase 692.8 

0 & M for New Buildings 24.6 

Program Support 318.5 

Other 380.1 

FY1982 Appropriation Recommendation $ 75 ,342.8 



Source of AooroDriated Funds 



•General Revenue Fund 
University Income Fund 

Total ADDroDriated Funds 



59,999.4 
15,343.4 



S 75.342.8 
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BOARD OF REGENTS 

NORTHERN ILLINOIS UNIVERSITY 



Supporting Detail 
(dollars in thousands) 



Program Support 



Computer Science Division 195.0 
Home Economics 123.5 

Total Program Support $ ?13.5 



Other 



Equipment Replacement 250.0 

Financial Aid Computer System 1C0.0 

Fire Protection 15.4 

Funds to Complete Wirtz Hall 14. 7> 

Total Other s 380. 1 



University Income Fund 

University Original Estimate for FY1982 13,620.7 

University Revisions to Estimate 351.8 

Carryover Adjustment 115.2 

Tuition Increase 1,255.7 

Total University Income Fund $ 15,343.4 



* Sonrecurm? 
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30ARD OF REGENTS 
SANGAMON STATE UNIVERSITY 



FYI982 Recommendations 
(dollars in thousands) 



Resource Requirements 

FY1981 Projected Expenditures 

Adjustments to the FY1981 Projected Expenditures 



Comparative Cost Analysis 
Nonrecurring Activities 

Recommended Increases 

Salary Increase 
General Cost Increase 
Utility Cost Increase 
0 & M for New Buildings 
Program Support 
Other 

FY1982 Appropriacion Recommendation 



(94.6) 
(76.0) 



956.8 
232. 3 
124.3 
106.2 
66.8 
101.7 



S 13,873.2 
(170.6) 

1,588.1 



$ 15,290.7 



Source of Add; p riaced Funds 

General Revenue Fund 
Jniversicy Income Fund 

local Appropriated Funds 



13,597.6 
1,693.1 



3 15,290. 
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30ARD OF REGENTS 
SANGAMON STATE UNIVERSITY 



Supporting Detail 
(dollars in thousands) 

Program Support 

Faculty and Curriculum Development 
Total Program Support 

Other 

Equipment Replacement 
Fire Protection 

Total Other 

University Income Fund 

University Original Estimate for F 1 1982 
University Revisions to Estimate 
Tuition Increase 

Total University Income Tunc 



FY" 982 Recommendations 



(dollars in thousands' 1 



Resource Requirement: 3 

FY19SI Projected Expenditures 

Reconvene ed Increases 

Salary Increase 
General Cost Increase 

FY19S2 Appropriation Recommendation 

Source of Appropriated Funds 
General Revenue Fund 
Total Aoprooriated Funds 



(J 
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SOUTHERN ILLINOIS DIVERSITY 
SYSTEM TOTAL 



FY1982 Recommendations 
(dollars in thousands) 



R esource Requirements 

FY19S-I Projected Expenditures 

Adjustments to the FY1931 Projected Expenditures 



Implementation of Financial 

Guidelines 
Comparative Cost Analysis 

Recommended Increases 

Salary Increase 
General Cost Increase 
Utility Cost Increase 
0 St M for Mew Buildings 
Program Support 
Other 

FY1982 Aoorooriation Recommendation 



(613.9) 
(740.3) 



10,337.9 
2,270.1 
1,256.2 

319.3 
1,132.8 

675 .0 



$146,634.9 
(1,359.7; 



16,0^1.3 



$161,317.0 



Source of Appropriated Funds 

General Revenue Fund 
University Income Fund 

Total Aoorooriated Funds 



130,541.6 
30,775.4 



$161 , 31* . ) 
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SOUTHERN ILLINOIS UNIVERSITY 
CAR30ND \LE 



FY1982 Recommendations 
(dollars in thousands) 



Resource Requirements 

FY! 981 Projected Expenditures 

Adjustments to the FY1981 Projected Expenditures 



Implementation of Financial 
Guidelines 

Recommended Increases 

Salary Increase 
General Cost Increase 
Utility Cost Increase 
0 & M for New 3uildings 
Program Support 
Other 

FY1982 Aoorooriation Recommendation 



(442.1) 



7,160.5 
1,679.7 
363.2 
319.8 
871.9 
457.7 



$102,630.2 
(442.1) 

11, 352. a 



$113,590.9 



Source of Appropriated Funds 

General Revenue Fund 
University Income Fund 

Total Aooroor iated Funds 



90,687.3 
22,903.1 



$113,590.9 



i . ! 
-96- 



SOUTHERN ILLINOIS UNIVERSITY 
CARBONDALE 



Supporting Detail 
(dollars in thousands) 



Program Support 

Associate Degree in Radiation Technology 54.5 

Associate Degree in Respiration Therapy 37.5 

Engineering and Technology 100.0 

Department of Computer Science 100.0 

School of Law 251.0 

Family Practice Residency Programs 253.9 

Ethacoal Research 75.0 

Total Program Support S 371. 9 



Oc^er 



Equipment Replacement 17 5.0 

Support Cost Deficiency 263. 5* 
Fire Protection 19.2 

Total Other 5 ^57 



University Income Fund 

University Original Estimate for FY1982 24,251.0 

University Revisions to Estimate (3,290.9) 

Carryover Adjustment v 167.0 

Institutional Vaiver Adjustment 24-. 6 

Tuition Increase c 1,531.- 



Totax univers: 



Income Fund v 322,903.1 



* A total of S263.5 is provided through a phased elimination of tuition 
retained for the support of auxiliary enf uprises. 



> 
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SOUTHERN ILLINOIS UNIVERSITY 
EDVARDSVILLE s 



FY1982 Recomner.dat ions 
(dollars in thousands) 

R esource Requirements 

FY1981 Projected Expenditures $ 43,030.1 

Adjustments to the FY1981 Projected Expenditures (917.6) 

Implementation of Financial 

Guidelines 
Comparative Cost Analysis 

Recommended Increases 

Salary Increase 
General Cost Increase 
Utility Cost Increase 
Program Support 
Other 

\ FY 198 2 Appropriation Recommendation 



(176.8) 
(740.8) 

S 4,610.4 

3,173.3 
565.4 
393.0 
260.9 
217.3 



Jource if Appropriated Funds 

General Revenue Fund 
Universitv Income Fund 



.ota- ADorcoriaceo runas 



38,350.6 
7,372,3 



7 ^ ° 0 
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SOUTHERN ILLINOIS UNIVERSITY 
EDWARDSVILLE 



Supporting Detail 
(dollars in thousands) 



Program Support 



3.S. in Construction 19.6 

3.S., M.S. in Engineering -30.2 

B.S., M.S. in Nursing 54.2 

Masters in Public Administration 43.3 

Academic Resource. Center 63.6 

Total Program Support S 260. 9 



Othe^ 



Library Resources for Developing 

Professional Programs 
Eire Protection 
Eauionent Replacement 



7 . 7 

134.6' 



Total Other 



University .ncoine rung 

University Original Estimate for FY1982 6,-97.5 

University Revisions to Estimate 452.5 

Carryover Adjustment J 2 2. 6 

Institutional Vaiver Adjustment 54.0 

Tuition Increase 545. 7 



To ta~ -niversitv mesne 



•and 5 7,372.3 



■* A total of 3134.6 is provided through a pnased elimination of tuitior 
retained' for the support of auxiliary enterprises. 
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SOUTHERN ILLINOIS 'UNIVERSITY 
S V STEM OFFICE 



ERIC 



FY1932 Recomendations 
(dollars in thousands) 



Resource Reauir events 



FY 1981 Projected Expenditures 



$ 924.6 



Recommended Increases 

Salary Increase 
General Cost Increase 

FY1982 Aoorooriation Recommendation 



53.6 
25. C 



*8.6 



$ 1,003.2 



Source of Appropriated Funds 
General Revenue Fund 
Tota/1 Appropriated Funds 



1,003.2 



$ 1,003. 



-±00- 



UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS 



DIVERSITY 0? ILStSOIS 



SYSTEM TOTAL 



FYI9J32 Recocgsendacicns 
(dollars in thousands) 



V 



.Resource Requirements 

FY1981 Projected Expenditures 

Adjustments to che FY1981 Projected Expenditures 



Implementation of Financial 
Guideli ne s 

Recommended Increases 

Salary Increase 
General Cost Increase 
Utility Cost Increase 
0 & M for New 3uildi ngs 
Program Support 
Other 

FY1982 Aooro^riat ion Reccnmer.dat ion 



141.9 



26, 29/. 6 
3,752.3 
4,538.2 
174.3 
4 , 551 . 4 
1,351.6 



$753,550.2 
141.9 



S 41,165.9 



$394,358.^ 



Source of Appropriated Funcs 

General Revenue Fund 
'Jniversity Income Fund 
Agricultural Premium Fund 
Fire Prevention Func 

Total ADoroonacec Funis 



342,991.5 
-*5 , 984 . 7 
5,233.9 



5394 ,353. 3 
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UNIVERSITY O r ILLINOIS 
CHICAGO CIRCLE 



FY 198 2 Re commendations 
(dollars in thousands) 



Resource Recui regents 



FY1981 Projected Expenditures 



Adjustments Zz the rY198I Projected Expenditures 



" Implementation of financial 
Guidelines 

Recommended Increases 

Salary Increase 
General Cost Increase 
Utility Cost Increase 
Program Support 
Other 

FY ^9 8 2 Aoorooria tion Recommendation 



00. 1 



4,359.0 
547.0 
907.1 
637 .0 
350.0 



$ 63,304.4 
55.1 

7,300.1 



$ 70,659.6 



Source of Appropriated 9 : unds 

General Revenue Func 
"Jnivers" tv Income Fund 



. o til 



\ooroonated Funds 



56,492.7 
14 , 166 . 9 



$ 70,659.6 



1: 



UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS 
CHICAGO CIRCLE 



S upporting Detail 
(dollars in thousands) 



Program Support 

Extended Day Program 
Student Enrollment Demand 
* Graduate Fellowships 

Total Program Support 



447.0* 
140.0* 
50.0* 



637.0 & 



Other 



Equipment Replacement 
0 S M Deficiencv 



250.0** 
100.0 



Total Other 



350.0 



-nivers: 



income rune 



University Original Estimate for FY1982 11,565.0 
Um/ersity Revisions co Estimate 105.7 
Carryover Adjustment 915.5 
Institutional Waiver Adjustment -47.7 
Tuition Increase 1,533.0 

Total L'niversitv Income" Fund $14 ,166 . 9 



* : Suosortad tr.rougn tuition increases exceeding -en percent. 

^* Nonrecurring expenditures of S100.0 supported enrough tuition 
increases exceeding can percent. 
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UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS 
MEDICAL CENTER 



FY1982 Recommendations 
(dollars in thousands) 



Resource Recuirements 



FY1981 Projected Expenditures 



Recommended Increases 

Salary Increase 6,77 3,9 

General Cost Increase 1,556.9 

Utility Cost Increase 1,375,2 

0 & M for New 3uildings 14.3 

Program Support 1,769.5 

Other 50.0 

FY1982 Appropriation Recommendation 



Source of Appropriated Funds 

General Revenue Fund 104,942.1 
University Income Fund 5,231.9 

Total ADoroDri?ted Funds 



S 98,634.2 



11,539.3 



S110, 174,0 



$110,174.0 
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UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS 
MEDICAL CENTER 



Supporting Detail 
(dollars in thousands) 

Program Support 

3.5. in Nursing Completion (Quad Cities) 135.5 

Dentistry Enrollment 513.6 

Medicine Enrollment 140.6* 

Federal Capitation Grant Replacement 980.0 

Total Program Support - 1 ,769 . 5 

Other 

Equipment Replacement 50.0** 

Total Other S 50. Q 



L'n/varsity Income Fund 

University Original Estimate for FY1982 4,389.0 

University Revisions to Estimate (127.0) 

Carryover Adjustment 23^.1 

Institutional waiver Adjustment 15. S 

Tuition Increase 720.0 

Total Universitv Income Fund 



S 5,231.9 



iuoportec tnrougn tuition increases exceecmg ten percent . 

** Nonrecurring expenditures suoported en rough tuition increases 
exceeding ten percent. 



UNIVERSITY 0? ILLINOIS 
UR3 AM A/ CHAMPAIGN 



FY1982 Recommendations 
(dollars in thousands) 



Resource Reauir^ments 



Fil?81 Projects Expenditures $171,020.5 
Adjustments to the FY1981 Projected Expenditures 86.8 



implementation of Financial 
Guidelines 



36.8 



Recommended Increases 

Salary Increase 
General Cost Increase 
Utility Cost Increase 
0 & M for New Buildings 
Program Support 
Other 

FY1982 ADorooriation Recommendation 



19,589.2 



13,371.3 
1,387.6 
1,797.9 
160.5 
1,821.9 
1,050.0 



$190,696.5 



Source of Appropriated Funds 

General Revenue Fund 
University Income Fund 
Agricultural Premium Fund 



159,026.7 
26,435.9 
5,233.9 



rotai Aoorooriated Funds 



3190,596.5 



-108- 



UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS 
URBAN A, CHAMPAIGN 



Supporting Detail 
(dollars in thousands) 



Program Support 



Veterinary Medicine 200.0 

College of Law 65.0 
Engineering Research for Illinois 

Industry 150.0 

Counry 3oard Matching Funds 328.7 

Telenet Expansion 46.6 

Student Enrollment Demand 621.3* 

College of Law 40.3* 

Graduate Fellowships 170.0* 

Veterinary Med: cine 200.0* 

Total Program Support $ 1 ,321. 9 



Other 



0 S M Deficiency 
Equipment Replacement 



^otai Other 



400.0 
650.0** 



S 1,050.0 



university income rune- 

University Original Estimate for FYI982 21,396.0 

University Revisions to Estimate 127.3 

Carryover Adjustment 1,302.9 

Institutional Vaiver Adjustment 139.2 

Tuition Increase 2,920.0 

Total University Income Fund $26,^35. 9 



* Supported through tuition increases exceeding ten percent. 

** Nonrecurring expenditures of $550.0 supported through tuition 
increases exceeding ten percent. 
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UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS 
GENERAL UNIVERSITY 



Resource Requirements 



FY1982 Recommendations 
(dollars in thousands) 



FY1981 Projected Expenditures 



$ 20,591.1 



Recommended Increases 



2,736.8 



Salary Increase 
General Cost Increase 
Utility Cost Increase 
Program Support 
Other 



1,293.4 
260.8 
458.0 
323.0 
401.6 



FY1982 Appropriation Recommendation 



$ 23,327.9 



Source of AoDrooriated Funds 



General Revenue Fund 
University Income Fund 
Fire Prevention Fund 



22,530.0 
150.0 
647.9 



Total Aoorooriated Funds 



5 23,327.9 
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UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS 
GENERAL UNIVERSITY 



Supporting Detail 
(dollars in thousands) 



Program Support: 

State Government Liaison Program ^0.0 
Fire Service Institute 219.3 
Library Computer System 6i." 

Total Program Support 



Other 



Equipment/Library Computer System 300.0 
Worker 1 s Compensation 101.6 

Total Other 



University Income Fund 

University Original Estimate for F v 1982 150.0 
Total University Income Fund 



v. community colleges 

The community college system plays a critical role in the economic 
development of che State by providing a wide range of educational oppor- 
tunities to the citizens of Illinois. The educational programs of -the 
community college system meet a variety of student and community needs. 
In-additi6n to the baccalaureate offerings of these institutions, the 
occupational/technical programs provided by community colleges are 
directly responsive to local needs for trained personnel and provide a 
strong economic force in the State. 

In order to strengthen this system of comprehensive community col- 
leges, the Board of Higher Education appointed a special committee in 
February, 1979 to review community college financing in Illinois. 
Most of the committee's recommendations to improve the financing plan 
were implemented in fiscal year 1981. The fiscal year 1982 request by 
the Illinois Community College Board and these recommendations are also 
based on the revised financing plan. The Illinois Community College 
3oard f s requests and the budget recommendations for fiscal year 1982 are 
summarized on Tables V-i and V-2, respectively. 

Under the community college finance plan, State support represents 
the difference between the total resources required by community col- 
lege districts for a fiscal year and the resources available to commu- 
nity college districts from local tax revenues, student tuition and 
fees, and other State, local and federal sources. The statutory for- 
mulas for credit hour grants, disadvantaged student grants, and equali- 
zation grants that are established by the General Assembly and the 
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Governor are designed co distribute the Scace assistance provided to 
community college districts in a manner that is responsive to the 
unique educational and fiscal characteristics of these districts. The 
following sections describe the major elements included in the calcula- 
tion or the resource requirements, local revenues, and the State sup- 
port required to implement the 3oard of Higher Education's recommenda- 
tion? for fiscal year 1982. 
Resource Requirements 

Under the community college finance plan resource requirements are 
based upon an analysis of projected resource needs and priorities for 
the community college system for the next fiscal year. The analysis 
of community college needs and priorities is based .on the most recent 
%9 study of instructional costs per credit hour and the actual full-cime- 

equivalent (PTE) enrollment for the past fiscal year, Accordingly, 
the fiscal year 1982 budget recommendations are based on fiscal year 
1980 enrollments and instructional c^osts per credit hour. Instructional 
costs per credit hour in fiscal year 1980 vere 365.3^, compared to 
Sol. 36 in fiscal year 1979. ruli-cime-eqnivalent enrollments in fiscal 
_year 1980 vere 172,33- studenrs compared to 161,300 students in fiscal 
year 1979. 

In the calculation of fiscal year 1982 resource requirements tne ' 
fiscal year 1980 instructional cost per credit hour is increased bv 

.37 percent to reflect veightec price and salary increases approved bv 
the General Assembly and the Governor for fiscal year 1981. The fiscal 
year 1980 instructional costs are also increased 9 . ~u percent to re- 
flett the weighted saiarv and price increases induced in the 3oard of 
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Higher Education's budget recommendations for fiscal year 1982. This 
includes salary and general cose increases similar to chose recommended 
for publip universities and a 17.0 percent increase for utility costs 
based upon the mix of fuels used in conaaunity colleges. While these 
factors are used for statewide budgeting, it is important to note that 
the financial circumstances of local districts vary. Accordingly, the 
specific budgetary decisions made by each district may vary due to 
local circumstances. 

The cumulative cost and salary increases for fiscal years 1931 and 
1982 total 18.05 percent. This factor is applied to both the fiscal 
year 1980 instructional costs per credit hour and the expenditures for 
public service activities to determine the total resource requirements 
for fiscal year 1982. In addition to these cost adjustments, tne fis- 
cal year i c 82 recommendations include 5500, 0CO for energv conservation 
projects and 5200,000 for new program support. 

The calculations supporting the resource requirements reconmendea 
for Illinois community colleges in fiscal year 1982 are sunnier ized on 
Taole f -3. 
Local Revenues 

T!"e term "local revenues" includes all revenues available to lr cal 
community college districts from local oroperty taxes, tuition and 
fees, coroorate personal property tax replacement revenues, grants from 
the State 3oard of Education, and other revenue sources excluding 
credit hour grants, disadvantaged student grants, and new program 
grants distributed by the Illinois Community College 3oard. The local 
revenues included in the fiscal vear 1982 budget recommendations are 
discussed ,r. tr.e following raragraohs. 
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Table 7-3 

calculation o? resource retirements 
r or illinois community colleges , fy1982 



Percencage FY19S2 
of Toca 1 Co se Cose Increase 



Scat: Compensation 7-*.7" 10.52^ 

Utilities A . 9 17.0 

General Cose Increase 20.- 3.0 



FY1982 Weighted Cose Increase 1.09**^ 
FY1931 Weighced Cose Increase :< 1.Q737 

Two-Year Cose Increase 1.1805 



FY 1980 Public Service/Organized Research Expenaicures $ 19,507.6 

Cose Increase 7 1.1305 

FY1982 Public Service/Research Budget $ 23,023.7 

FY1980 Unit Cose $ 65". 3^ 

^ Two-Year Cose Increase _x 1.1305 

FY1982 Unit Cose , 5 77.13 

Credie Hours 3udge:ed for FY1932 5,171,520 

3398,879.3 

New Program Support 200.0 

Energy Conservation 500.0 

Resource Recuirenier.es/Inscriiceion 3 399,579.3 

Resource Requirements 'Public Service 23 , 028 . 7 

Total FY 198 2 Resource Recuirerr.encs 3^22,608.0 



2sL~'j la zee ;n 90:" of zr.e personal services ozse adjusted 
?" increases ::r executive level acnin: rative sersonne: 
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local Tax Revenues . The calculation or local property rax reve- 
nues is based on che projected grfcwtn in the total equalized assessed 
v^iua*tion for community colleges and the weighted mean tax rate for 
com^s^nity college operations. 

In prior years, the loca^ tax revenues were" based on estimates of 
future equalized assessed valuations for community college districts 
ana the median operating tax rate. Because of the difficulty of pro- 
jecting actual equalized assessed valuations, the Community College 
Finance Corrjr.it tee recommended that the projection of equalized assessed 
valuations utilized to calculate future tax revenues be based on the 
average annual increase experienced during the past three years. Al- 
though actual equalized assessed valuations will vary soir.ewnac from the 
amount projected, this procedure is self-correcting as actual data are 
incorporates into future projections. 

For fiscal year 1982. the projected equalized assessed valuations 
utilized to raiculate local property tax revenues are based on. a pro- 
jected increase of 3.- percent. This reflects the average annual in- 
crease :n equalized assessed valuations experienced by zommunicy col- 
lege districts from 197 ^ to 197?. 

The standard local property tax contribution included m tr.e fis- 
cal year L982 dug get recommendations :s oasea on the average equa-izea 
assessed valuations for communitv college districts oro - ec tec for 1980 

and 1981. An average of 1 Q 80 and* -981 equalized assessed valuations is 
\ 

used because of tne eiapsed time between tax levies and extensions and 
the actual collection of property tax revenues. 



The Community College Finance Committee also recommended that the 
tax rate used to calculate local tax revenues be based on the weighted 
mean tax rate for community college operations rather than the median 
in order to avoid sharp changes in the standard tax rate caused by a 
change in the tax rate ?.n a single district. 

The tax rate used to calculate the local property tax resources 
for fiscal year 1982 is based on a weighted mean tax rate of .1966 per- 
cent. This reflects the total property tax extensions for community 
college operations (education and building maintenance purposes) for 
1979, the last year for which actual data are available. 

The standard local tax contribution is calculated by applying the 
weighted mean tax rate for community college operations to the average 
equalized assessed valuation projected for fiscal years 1980 and 1981. 
An adjustment is then made for collection losses and revenues received 
from nondiotrict chargebacks. The adjustment for collection losses is 
based on estimated collection losses for 1978 property tax extensions 
against real property only. Chargeback revenues reflect payments made 
by school districts not included in a community college district to pay 
the instructional costs covered by local taxes for persons from the 
school district who enroll in a community college. These calculations 
are summarized on Table V-4 . 

Tuition . The Community College Finance Committee made two recom- 
mendations concerning the calculation of the standard local contribu- 
tion from tuition and fees. First, it recommended that credit hours 
for Adult Basic Education and General Education Development (ABE/GED) 
courses be excluded from the calculation of tuition revenues. Tuition 
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CALCULATION OF THE FY1982 STANDARD 
uOCAL CONTRIBUTION FROM TAXES AND 
TUITION FOR ILLINOIS COMMUNITY COLLEGES 

(in thousands of dollars) 

Tax Contribrtion 

Projected 1980 Equalized Assessed Valuation 
?roj acted 1981 Equalized Assessed Valuation 

Average 1980/1981 EAV (Cash 3asis for FY1982 
Tax Revenues) 

FY1980 weighted Average Tax Rate 

I 

FY1982 Equalization Funding 
Collection Losses ? 2% 
Non-District Chargebacks 

Stanched Tax Contribution :r:.n Local Sources 

Tuitlun Contrioution 

FY1982 Unit Cost ■ non-A3E/GED) 



FY19S2 3udgeted SCH's (non A3E/GED) 



s 


62, 525, 58^. 4 


$ 


67. 780, 271. L 




4. ? 


s 


65,152,927.9 




x .001966 


$ 


128,090. 7 


s 


24.824.4 


s 


103,266.3 




2,065.3 


s 


101,201.0 


$ 


- 1.427.3 


$ 


102,623. J 


s 


32. 73 




x .20 



$ io. 55 



for many of che ABE/GED courses is paid wich grancs from che Scace 
3oard of Education. In view of the educacionai needs addressed by 
these programs, and the fact that many students not supported by ABE/ 
GED grants are not charged tuition, credit hours for aBE/GED courses 
are excluded from the calculation of tuition increases. There was a 
total of 906,251 ABE /GED credit hours in fiscal year 1980. 

The Committee also recommended that tuition for non\ABE/GED 
courses not exceed 20 percent of the budgeted instructional cost per 
credit hc^r. The tuition and fee rate included in the budget recom- 
mendations for fiscal year 1982 is $16.55. This rate is equal to 20 
percent of the budgeted instructional cost per credit hour in fiscal 
year 1982. It represents an increase of 4,4 percent over the actual 
weighted average tuition and fee rate for the Fall, 1980. The calcu- 
lation of the standard local contribution from tuition and fees is also 
presented on Table V-4. 

Equalization Grants . Equalization grants totaling S2^, 824, 400 are 
recommended for fiscal year 1982. Equalization grants are provided to 
community college districts which have an equalized assessed valuation 
per m-c is trice FIE student below the statewide average. The statewide 
average, defined as che "equalization chresnold," is determined by mul- 
tiplying the average equalized assessed valuation per in-district FTE 
student for ail community college districts by the standard tax rate. 
The Community College Finance Committee recommended that the standard 
cax rate used to calculate equalization grants include the total 
amount of tax revenues for instruction and public service activities. 




In prior years, one cent had been deducted from the total tax rate to 
exclude public service activities from the equalization formula. 

For fiscal year 1982, the equalization threshold of $678.78 per 
in-district FTE student is based on an average equalized assessed valu- 
ation per in-district FTE student of $345,257 and the standard tax 
rate of .1966 percent. The amount of the grant provided to each eli- 
gible district is equal to the difference between the "equalization 
threshold" and the district's property tax revenues at the standard tax 
rate, multiplied by its in-district FTE enrollment. A total of 
S23, 334,462 is included in the recommendations for property tax equali- 
zation in fiscal year 1982. The calculation of the equalization grants 
for property tax revenues is summarized on Table V-5. 

Property tax equalization grants are adjusted to reflect corporate 
personal property tax replacement revenues projected for community col- 
lege districts. In prior years, the equalized assessed valuation used 
to calculate equalization grants included both real property and per- 
sonal property assessments for corporations and utilities. All personal 
propertv taxes, nowever, were abolished by the General Assembly effec- 
tive January 1. 1979 in accordance uith the 1970 Illinois Constitution. 
In order to reolace these revenues, the General Assembly also aoorovec 
additional income taxes on corporations and partnersnips ana an aadi- 
tional tax on trie invested capital of utilities. This action vas taken 
in order to comply with , ;e Constitutional requirement that the State 
replace ail revenue lost by units of locai government, including school 
districts, due to the aooiition of corporate personal propertv taxes. 
Revenues from t~e :oroorate personal prooertv replacement taxes are 

_ 1 , _ 

j <>• 
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distributed co local unics of government based on the proportion of che 
focal corporate personal property tax revenues collected by each unit 
in prior years. 

Corporate personal property taxes represented an important source 
of local rax revenues for many community college district? prior to 
1979. In addition, because the distribution of corporate personal 
property tax replacement revenues depends cn personal property tax 
assessments and collections prior co the abolition of that tax, there 
are vide variations in che replacemenc cax revenues each discricc is 
eligible co receive. Therefore, che equalizacion granc each discricc 
is eligible co receive based on real property caxes is adjusced co re- 
flecc differences in available corporace personal propercy cax replace- 
menc revenues. This adjustment is based on che difference becween 
each discricc' s corporace personal propercy cax replacemenc revenues 
per FTE scudenc and che average replacemenc revenues per FTE for ail 
communicy college discriccs. This difference is chen mulciplied by 
each district's FTE enrollment. The calculation of the adjustment to 
equalization grants based on corporate personal property tax replace- 
ment revenues and the total equalization grants for each eligible dis- 
trict is summarized on Table 7-6 . 

The Community College Finance Committee also recommenced a pro- 
gram of tax rate equalization for districts where the maximum authorized 
tax rate is below the statewide standard rate of 19.66 cents. While 
funding for this program was recommended for fiscal year 1981, the 
statutory changes required for the program were not enacted by the 
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General Assembly. Because of limited resources for fiscal year 1932, 
funding for tax rate equalization has not been included in these recom- 
mendations . 

Coiporate Personal Property Tax Replacement Revenues , As discussed 
above, the corporate personal property tax revenues eliminated in 1979 
havs been replaced by revenues from new taxes on corporations, partner- 
ships, and utilities. The revenues generated from these taxes are dis- 
tributed to conmunity college districts based on personal property tax 
collections for 1977 (1976 fcr. Cook County) . 

The Illinois Department of Revenue distributed $19.6 million from 
tax replacement revenues to community college districts for fiscal 
year 1980. The Department of Revenue has projected, however, that 
total corporate personal property tax replacement revenues will decline 
from 355?. S million in 1980 to $510.0 million for fiscal year 1981. 
Tnis reduction is due to the economic effects of the recession and the 
reduction in the replacement tax rate ^for corporations from 2.85 percent 
to 2.50 percent effective January 1, 1981. For fiscal year 1982 corpor- 
ate personal property tax replacement revenues distributed to community 
college districts are projected to return to the level received for fis- 
cal year 1980. 

Of the total corporate personal property tax replacement revenues 
distributed to community college districts, it is projected that 
S16, 688,254- will be available for community college operations. The 
balance must be allocated to the bond and interest fund for debt ser- 
vice in accordance with statutory requirements. The maximum allocation 
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for debt service is based on Che estimated proportion of corporate per- 
sonal property tax extensions for the bond and interest fund collected 
in 1978. This amount was adjusted to reflect reductions in the alloca- 
tion of replacement t-.x revenues for debt service to the bond and in- 
terest fund reported by community college districts. 

Other Revenues . Community colleges receive additional revenues 
from a number of other sources* State Board of Education grants for 
adult education and vocational education programs are provided to com- 
munity college districts to support specific instructional programs. 
These grants are jointly funded by the federal government and the State 
The Illinois Community College Board has estimated that community col- 
leges will receive $4*7 million in grants for adult education and $15. + 
million in grants for vocational education programs in fiscal year 1982 

In addition, community college districts receive funds from a 
variety of other federal, State, and local sources. Given the diffi- 
culty of making accurate projections for these revenues, the Community 
College Finance Committee recommended that the miscellaneous revenues 
projected for the budget year be based on the percentage of all reve- 
nues that they represented for the most recent historical year. In 
fiscal year 1980, 1-.16 percent of the revenues received by community 
college districts were from these miscellaneous revenues. Accordingly, 
1-4.16 percent of the fiscal year 1982 resource requirements are pro- 
jected to be from these miscellaneous revenues. 
Grants to Community College Districts 

The difference between the total resource requirements for the 
oudget year and the "local revenues' 1 available to community college 



discriccs is funded by grants from the Illinois Community College Boa -d . 
These grants include credit hour grants, disadvantaged student grants 
and new program grants. (Equalization grants distributed by the 
Illinois Community College 3oard are included in the calculation of 
local revenues.) These grants are summarized below. 

Credit Hour Grants . A total of $122,221,200 is recommended for 
credit hour grants in fiscal year 1982. This represents an increase 
or $13,021,700 or 11.9 percent over estimated expenditures for fiscal 
year 1981. 

The budget recommendation for credit: hour grants is based on en- 
rollments for the most recently completed fiscal year, as recommended 
by the Community College Finance Committee. Thus, the fiscal year 1982 
recommendation for credit hour grants reflects mid-term enrollments in 
fiscal year 1980. Current fiscal year enrollment levels will be re- 
flected in credit nour grants for fiscal year 1983. The use of histori- 
cal enrollment data for the distribution of credit hour grants provides 
a stable and reliable enrollment data base for budget planning by both 
the State and community college districts. 

The Community College Finance Committee also recommended that the 
creair hour grants be distributed baj^d on the instructional costs oer 
credit .-our for seven instructional categories. The calculation of the 
crecit hour grant rate for each of these instructional categories is 
summarized on Table V-7. The rates for each category of instruction 
are based on the actual instructional costs per credit hour in fiscal 
year 1980. These costs are increased by 18.05 percent to reflect the 
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price and salary increases included in the fiscal vear 1981 appropria- 
tions and fiscal year 198£/5udget recommendations. Local revenues 
from taxes,, tu .tion and fees, categorical grants from the State 3oard 
of Education, and other revenues are then deducted from these costs. 
Finally, an additional ten cents per credit hour is added to the re- 
mainder to reflect funds included in resource requirements for energy 
conservation projects. 

In summary, the credit hour grant rate reflects the difference 
between the total resource requirements per credit hour for each cate- 
gory of instruction and the local revenues available to community col- 
lege districts for these programs. These rates and the fiscal year 
1980 enrollments in each category of instruction in each district are 
the recommended basis for distributing fiscal year 1982 credit nour 
grants. 

Disadvantaged Student Grants . A total of $5.5 million is recom- 
mended for disadvantaged student grants for fiscal year 1982. This is 
an increase of $^00,000 or 7.3 percent over estimated expenditures for 

0 

fiscal year 1981. 

These grants are provided to support, special services for ecuca- 
tionaily disadvantaged students. Community college districts receiving 
-isad vantages student grants are required to submit a olan to the 
Illinois Community College 3oarc describing the services which will be 
supported with these funds and an annual evaluation of the district's 
services for disadvantaged students. 

According to current statutory previsions, a basic grant of 
$20,000 oer college is cistributed to ea,:n district. The balance of 
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available appropriations is then distributed based on PTE enrollments 
in Remedial/Developmental and A3E/GED c curses 

New Program Grants , The fiscal year 1982 recommendations include 
$200,000 for new program gr^.its. These funds are recommended to pro- 
vide community college districts with additional resources for special 
nonrecurring costs associated with the implementation of new instruc- 
tional programs approved by the Illinois Community College 3oard and 
the 3oard of Higher Education. Grants are to be allocated to communi- 
ty college districts by the Illinois Community College Board based cry 
the relative priority of the new program, extraordinary costs associa- 
ted with the implementation of the new program, and other resources 

| available to the district for this purpose. 

f 

! Table V-8 summarizes all of the various sources "of revenue for the 

fiscal year 1932 recommended resource requirements of Illinois community 
colleges. 

State Community College at East St. Louis 

The fiscal year 1982 recommendations for the State Communis-/ Col- 
lege at East St. Louis total 55,140,100. This is an increase of 
$239,500 sr 6.0 percent over estimated expenditures for fiscal year 
1931. 

The recommendation includes $3,530,300 from the General Revenue 
rune and State Community College Income Fund for the general o Deration 
of the College. The amount recommended for the State Community Col- 
lege is sased on the fiscal year 1982 weighted cost increase of 9.-*a 
percent recommended for all other community college districts. An 
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SOURCES OF REVENUE FOR ILLINOIS COMMUNITY COLLEGES 

FYI982 
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adjustment of $65,700 is also included in che recommendation co reduce 
che difference between instructional costs per credit hour at the State 
Community College and the average for other relatively small community 
college districts. 

A total of $95,000 is included in the recommendation for the State 
Community College for special nonrecurring expenditures. This includes 
an additional $50,000 for costs incurred as the College moves to its 
new facilities and $45,000 for the repair and rehabilitation of the 
Ofricer 3uilding. 

A total of $1,514,800 requested by the State Community College 
from the Contracts and Grants Fund is also included in the recommenda- 
tion. 

Illinois Community College Board Office Operations 

A total of $1,023,700 is recommended for the operation of the 
Illinois Community College 3oard office for fiscal year 1982. This 
represents an increase of S101,900 or 11.1 percent over estimated ex- 
penditures for fiscal year 1981. 

The recommendation includes funds for salary increases of 10.5 per- 
cent for Civil Service and professional employees and salary increases 
or 9.0 percent for :he a^ghest administrative positions, pius general 
zosz increases of 3.0 percent . In addition, the recommendation in- 
cludes a :otai of 320,300 requested by the Illinois Communitv College 
3oard for :he following purposes: to provide for additional office 



spaije and rental costs, to annualize^' improvements in administrative 
compensation, and to purchase census data for communitv coliese dis- 
tricts. The amount of 57,000 for purchasing census daca is nonrecurring 




'-VI. ILLINOIS STATE SCHOLARSHIP COMMISSION 
The Illinois State Scholarship Commission (ISSC), established in 

i 

1953, was one of the first state student assistance agencies in the 
United States. Through ISSC's Monetary Award Program, the principal 
program supported with State tax funds, more than 998,000 grants total- 
ing $773 million have been provided to undergraduate students in 
Illinois colleges and universities. In addition to the Monetary Award 
Program, ISSC administers the Illinois Guaranteed Loan Program, several 
other statutory grant programs and two small federally funded programs, 
ihe requests and recommendations for ISSC operations and grants are 
shown on Tables VI-1 and VI-2, respectively. 
Monetary Award Program Grants 

Table VI-3 outlines the historical growth in the Monetary Award 
Program since its beginning in fiscal year 1959. When the Monetary 
Award Program is compared to similar grant programs irt other states, 
Illinois ranks fourth in the total suDport for need-based gift assis- 
tance. While Illinois has aoout 5.2 percent of the national population, 
supoor: for the Monetary Award Program represents 3.7 percent of ail 
stuaent aid grants provided by the states. 

When :omoared to other states, the ISSC Monetary \warc Program 
also is among tne *nost resoonsive to various student needs. The poli- 
cies of the Illinois program provide for the processing of applications 
for stuaencs beginning in mid-year, awards to half-time students, and 
more generous treatment of independent students than is provided by 
nest sys te~ - use: ^l^ewnere for determining financial need. These 
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A total of S97.7 million is recommended for Monetary Award Program 
grants in fiscal year 1982. This recommendation reflects an increase 
of $11.9 million or 13.9 percent over the appropriation for fiscal 
year 1981. The recommended funds are provided to enable the processing 
of Monetary Award applications through February 15, 1982, to fund 
highar awards for grant recipients as a result of tuition increases in 
public institutions, and to increase the maximum award from $1,900 to 
52,000 for students in private institutions. 

The level of funding recommended for these programs will require 
that ISSC modifv the administrative and analytical procedures used to 
determine the amount of its awards. Such modification seems appropriate 
for several reasons. The first of these is the growth of need-based 
student aid in recent years. Since 19" 2-7 3 s, w.hen comprehensive student 
aid data were first collected, the growth m student aia - perticularly 
gift assistance - has substantially exceeded the growtn in the cost of 
attending college. Table VI-4 snows that the proportioa of undergrad- 
uate student budgets supported by gift assistance was at a record high 
in 1979-80, the last year for which ^id data are available. This 
growtn in gift aid :s the result of both continued State support and 
tne expansion of federally funded 3asic Educational Opportunity "rants. 
Th.> Middle Income Student Assistance Act, vhich became effective in 
1979-80, increased aid from the already substantial federal urogram 
by nearly 50 percent. 

The second reason is related to a trend toward reducing the con- 
tribution expected from students and their families toward higher edu - 
cation costs. The liberalization of ISSC's need analysis svstem 
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occurred gradually until the 1980-81 school year when several chan3es 
in need analysis were implemented simultaneously. As shown on Table 
VI-5, these recent changes shifted a substantial burden from family re- 
sources to the Monetary Award Program. Preliminary results from a 
longitudinal study of Monetary Award Program grant recipients since 
1967-68 indicate that this shift is part of a longer trend. The pro- 
portion of student costs met through family resources has dropped from 
16.9 percent in 1967-68 to 11.0 percent in 1979-80. 

Table VI-6 provides data on family income and awa^ rates for de- 
pendent and independent ISSC Monetary Award Program applicants in fis- 
cal year 1980. These data show both the distribution of ISSC appli- 
cants by income level and status, and the percentage of applicants who 
are eligible for grants at the various income ranges. .The results show 
cnat more than 90 percent of applicants with incomes of less ch-n 
516,000 per year receive Monetary Award Program grants. Above the 
316,000 figur- 3 , percentage of applicants who receive grants arops, 
but 25 percent of ^ ■ ic&nts reporting family incomes above SiC ,000 oer 
year were eligible for ISSC g- ants m fiscal year 1980. 

The tnird reason tnat revisions m ISSC procedures for determining 
Monetary Awa.'d Program grants are appropriate is tnat in tne current 
economic anc fiscal climate, tne rect 3^ced increase of 3b. 1 percent for 
monetary aware s simply are not feasible. The level of increased sup- 
port recommended for the Monetary Award Program, 13.9 percent, is the 
largest for any major component of the budget. The fact of limited re- 
sources requires a careful examination of priorities and procedures to 
a - .re tr.a: rnese resources ire use; to meet the financial needs of tne 
mc-st neec*" ito-i cants. 

m: 
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Table VI- 5 

COMPARISON OF EXPECTED CONTRIBUTION' FROM PARENTAL INCOME 
BASED ON EFFECTS OF ISSC NEED ANALYSIS CHANGES 



Income 76-7 7 77-78 78-79 79-80 30-81 

10,000 30 0 0 0 0 

15,000 1,070 990 890 850 540 

:O,0OU 2,230 2,185 2,035 2,045 1,595 

-5,000 3,630** 3,545 3,435 . 3,395 2,396 

30,000 4,705** 4,600 4,495 4,455 4,033 



2 parencs, 3 children 
Estimated. 



1 in college, no housekeeping or uausval expenses. 



Source: Illinois State Scholarship Contiissun. 
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In addition co che modification of administrative procedures co 
assure chac che most needy students receive aid, several requested 
programs are noc recommended for funding in fiscal year 1982. These 
include funds for processing applications through May l, 1982, funds 
for Summer, 1982 awards, and funds for incersession awards. Requested 
funds for a $2,100 maximum award also have been reduced co fund an in- 
crease in che maximum award of $2,000. 

A recommendation co fund Monecary Award Program grancs co stu- 
dents enrolled in proprietary institutions also has been deferred pend 
ing scacucory authorization to make such awards. This recommendation, 
proposed earlier by che 3oard of Higher Education Policy Committee to 
Study Student Financial Aid, was approved by the Board of Higher Educa 
Cion in December, 1980. 

Public Institucion Tuicion Increases . A cocal of $2 . * million is 
recommended co fund higher Monecary Award Program grancs resulting 
from tuition increases in public inscitucions . In public universities 
che recommended 10 percenc tuition increase will affect 27,100 Monecar; 
Award Program grancs. The recommended tuition increase will generate 
an estimated $12.0 million in revenues for the operation of public uni- 
versities. However, ISSC Monetary Award Program grants will recuir " ar 
estimated 51,? million in additional funcing to offset the effects of 
the tuition increase for eligible ISSC applicants. .An estimated 
$800,000 will be required to offset the effects of projected tuition 
increases: for 21,350 Monetary Awara Program grant recipients in public 
community colleges. 



Increase in the Maximum Award . A total of 53.5 million is recom- 
mended to finance an increase in the maximum award from $1,900 to S2,000 
for fiscal year 1982 . An increased maximum award i<, necessary to enable 
students with financial need to have reasonable freedom of choice among 
and between public and private colleges in Illinois. Maintaining the 
neaLcn and viability of the private sector also preserves reasonable 
freedom of choice for future generations of college students. 
Otr.er Statutory Grant Programs 

Fiscal year 1982 is the second year of the implementation of the 
.ncademic Scholarships authorized by the General Assembly and Governor 
in 1979. This program provides $1,000 awards to Illinois high school 
graduates with demonstrated academic ability and achievement for up to 
:^ur years or study in an approved Illinois college or university, 
rtcadeaic Scholarship recipients are initially selected on the bases of 
nigh school r^nk and test scores. Awards are maintained through con- 
tinued enrollment in Illinois institutions. In tne first year of the 
program, $2.0 million were required to fund 2,000 awards of SI, 000 
eacn. A second class of Academic Scholarship recipients will be selec- 
ted this /ear. The _otal fiscal year 1932 resource recuirement will 
o e 3~ . j -» 1 1 1 1 o n . 

lz acdition to the Academic Scholarship Program, ISSC administers 
sne r.eec-oased and several non-need-based student aid orograms. The 
neii-based program is the Student-to-Student Grant Program which provides 
•natcnm.g :unds for student contributions to provide financial assistance 
oeyond tuition and f^^b for public university students. A total of 
iJ'"0,CC0 is recomreiced for this orogram in fiscal year 1932. 

-1-5- 

er|c try.) 



The non-r.eed-oased programs administered by ISSC include a program 
to assist students preparing for careers in bilingual-bicultural educa- 
tion, members of the National Guard who have served for a minimum of 
one year, and students who are dependents of firemen, policemen, or 
correctional officers killed or permanently disabled m the line of 
duty. The funds recommended for these programs in fiscai year 1982 
total $262,100. 

Illinois Guaranteed Loan Program 

Table VI-7 shows the number and value of student loans guaranteed 
by the Illinois Guaranteed Loan Program (IGL?) since fiscal year 197**. 
The dollar value of loans guaranteed through this program has increased 
ten-fold between fiscal year 1974 and fiscal year 1981. Moct of this 
growth has occurred since November 1, 19"8, when the new guaranteed loan 
jiovi::nns of the Middle Income Student Assistance Act became effective. 
These provisions removed the $25,000 limit on family income, which 
previously limited eligibility for subsidized interest benefits under 
the program. The attractiveness of the program to students and their 
families nas been further enhanced by high interest rates for other 
foes of loans. 

3r.e urect zonsequer.ee of tne increase m loan volume is an in- 
crease in tne acmir.is tr ative expenditures necessary :or :r.e loan or:- 
gram operations m tne ISSC administrative ouaget. Appropriation auth- 
ority for 3 5.9 million is recommended for administrative cost allow- 
ances from the federal government. This represents an increase of ->2.5 
million :r "-.3 percei.t over fiscal year 1981. These funds will be 
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ILLINOIS 


GUARANTEED LOAN PROGRAM 


VOLUME 
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Number 
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Value 




7Y19 74 


26,857 


$ 34,583 


— 
.6 
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179,104 
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used to handle increased loan guarantee applications , to improve 
agency financial procedures, and to expand agency loan collection ef- 
forts to control loan default levels. A portion of these funds is also 
required to finance salary and price increases. 

The budget recommendations for ISSC also include $18.0 million 
appropriated for the loan program from the Student Loan Fund (SLF) . 
Disbursements from the Student Loan Fund are made to commercial lending 
institutions claiming defaults on guaranteed loans. The revenues to 
pay these claims are received from the federal government and deposited 
in the Student Loan Fund as defaulted loans are submitted for reimburse- 
ment. In addition, ISSC deposits funas collected from students who 
nsve defaulted on their loans into the Student Loan Fund and returns a 
portion of the?e funds (net of administrative cost allowances) to the 
federal government. In effect, the Student Loir. Fund operates as a re- 
volving fund, totally financed with loan payments ana federal revenues. 
The appropriation simply esrabiisnes a limit to disbursements from this 
f one aunng tne fiscal year. 

As provided by the federal Education Amendments of 1976, the fed- 
eral government reimburses states for 100 percent of the value of le- 
rouited loans p^o^idei tnat state loan programs do not exceed a 
:oril" defined lefault -ace. Taole VI -"3 displays tne net -^ercenta^e 
:f matured loan? defaulted in Illinois ana several similar states, 
The net default rate represents :he value of unpaid loans in default, 
.ess uncollectible loans tnrough death, oanrtruptcy, or permanent jisa- 
o : 1 1 : . as a percentage of matured loan oaoer. The low net default 
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race in Illinois is the result of strong collection efforts by the 
Illinois Guaranteed Loan Program. The maintenance of these efforts 
should assure that Illinois continues to qualify for 100 percent reim- 
bursement of defaulted loans. 

Table VI-8 

NET DEFAULTS AS A PERCENT OF MATURED LOANS 
FISCAL YEAR i960 



Illinois 2.5fo 

Michigan 3.9 

New Jersey 7.4 

New York ' 2.4 

Pennsylvania 7.1 



Administrac i on 

A total of 38,018,500 is recommended for the administration of the 
Illinois State Scholarship Commission programs during fiscal year 1982. 
This recomr.er.cation includes funds for a general nine percent salary 
increase calculated on 90 percent of the personal services base, and a 
1,5 oercenc catch-uo Increase :alcuiatea m 90 percent of the base for 
livil Service staff : ther than top administrators . An ei^ht oercent 
cenera^ price increase is recommend ec for other goods ma services. I:: 
icciticn , S 11 5, 300 m General Revenue runes is recommenced for new posi- 
tions. These :mds are pr 3 viced for improving the forecasting 
3f resouns recuirements ind otner agency operations. The total 
increase recommenced from General Revenue Funds is S 2 73 , 300 ;>r 15.1 
per:ent asove fiscal year 19S1 projected expenditures. Appropriation 



authority of $5,9 million is also recommended for administrative cost 
allowances from the federal government for the operation of the Illinois 
Guaranteed Loan Program. 

In addition to these ^commendations, appropriation authority is 
recommended for two federal programs administered by the Illinois State 
Scholarship Commission, the State Student Financial Aid Training Pro- 
gram (SSFAT?) and Educational Information Centers. 



VII. FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE TO PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS 

The 3oard of Higher Education's policies and budget recommenda- 
tions with regard to nonpublic institutions have sought to assure 
reasonable freedom of choice for students with financial need and to 
sustain the health and vitality of the nonpublic sector in Illinois. 
The objective of sustaining the health of nonpublic institutions is a 
means of preserving for future generations the diversity of educa- 
tional opportunities available today to Illinois students. 

The Monetary Award Program of the Illinois State Scholarship Com- 
mission is an important means of achieving reasonable freedom of 
choice. ISSC awards both diminish the barrier of cost to students with 
financial need who wish to attend a nonpublic college or university 
and help sustain the overall financial health of these institutions 
by making it possible for such students to enroll. 

The Financial Assistance Act for Nonpublic Institutions of Higher- 
Learning, oassea in 1971, directly affirms the interest of the State 
in preserving a strong nonpublic sector. The grants authorized by 
this Act are provided on the basis of the f uii-time-equivalent enroll- 
ment of Illinois residents in undergraduate programs. Although rela- 
tively small m the ^context of tr.eir total educational revenues, tries e 
grants play an important role in sustaining the financial staoiiity of 
nonpuoiic colleges and universities. Another direct grant program, 
auc^or iced by the Health Services Education Grant3 Act, has enabled pri- 
vate institutions to participate in and contribute toward the State's 
efforts to increase the supply of health professionals m Illinois, 
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An additional vehicle for assisting nonpublic institutions, tne 
Tuition Equalization Program, has been proposed by the Federation of 
Independent Illinois Colleges and Universities. This program 1 s objec- 
tive is to reduce the size of the "tuition gap,'* the difference be- 
tween the tuition charged to Illinois residents in public and nonpublic 
institutions. As proposed for fiscal year 1982, the Tuition Equaliza- 
tion Program would provide grants of $^00 to all Illinois resident 
freshmen enrolling in nonpublic institutions. The request for fiscal 
yeax. 1982 is $6.0 million; when fully implemented the total cost of the 
program would be approximately $24.0 million. 

While the Master Plan of the Board of Higher Education and the 
actions of the Governor and General Assembly have clearly established 
the need for and desirability of State-funded assistance to nonpublic 
institutions, the implementation of the Tuition Equalization Program 
is not recommended. One reason for not recommending furds for this 
proposal is that it would be unwise to undertake a new program of this 
size in a year wnen financial resources are limited. Another is that 
the need for a major new program of State assistance to nonpublic in- 
stitutions has not seen fully demonstrated. 

At. m-depth review of the financial condition of private collies 
ana universities is currently underway. This review will induce bo en 
an assessment of the financial needs of nonpuolic colleges and univer- 
sities and Lhe desirability of additional programs of State support 
such as the Tuition Equalization Program. 

A total of 512. 3 million is recommended for tne Financial Assis- 
tance Act during fiscal :ear 1482. This amount will offset inflationary 



cost increases of approximately 9.5 percent: and provide a modest addi- 
tional anounc to support tne efforts of private colleges and universi- 
ties to achieve greater energy conservation. The recommended appro- 
priation should provide funds for an average grant of approximately 
S132 per weighted FTE student in fiscal year 1932. 

The fiscal year 1982 requests for financial assistance to private 
injections are presented on Table Vll-i; C ne recommendations for rise 
year 1982 are presented on Table VII-2 . 



VI 1 1 . HEALTH EDUCATION' GRANTS 

V 

The Healch Services Education Grancs Act authorizes the appropria- 
tion of funds r.o the Board of Higher Education for allocation to pri- 
vate institutions offering educational programs for the nealth profes- 
sions. In accordance with this Act, grants are based upon the number 
of Illinois residenr.s enrolled in such programs. A report on grants 
awarded under this Act fo- fiscal years 1970-1980 is available from the 
3oard of Higher Education office on request. 

The Medical Services Practice Act authorizes the appropriation of 
funds to the Board of Higher Education for allocation to public and 
private medical schools to support one vear of clinical training for 
American students who have graduated from foreign medical schools. As 
directed by the Act, preference is given to Illinois residents m the 
allocation of funds. 

Requests and recommendations for funds for --'^r*! /ear 1982 are 
oresented on Tables VIII-1 and VIII-2, respect* /eiy . A total of $19.7 
million is recommenced for fiscal year 1982 grants under both *cts. 
This represents an increase of S2.2 million over fiscal /ear 19S1 Gen- 
eral Re/er.ue r'.nc aporooriations . Of r his amount, about SI. I million 
ire :r.e result ~> f a ?.5 oeroant increase m ^rar.t imeur.es : o offset : 
effects of inflation. The remainder of me increase is tne result jf 
jrojeitec growc.n m Illinois resident enrollments m some of the pro- 
grams. Programs in wmch higher enrollments are projected are optometrv, 
allied nea^tn, nursing, medic .1 residencies, and the Fifth Pathway ?ro- 
stsm. 
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The fiscal year 19S2 recommendations will suopcrt six programs in 
tedicme, cvc m dentistry, one m ootmetrv, one in pediatric medicine, 
-9 m allied health, four in masters level nurs.ng, 14 m baccalaureate 
nursing and 22 in diploma nursing. In addition, the recommendations 
will support primary care residency programs m 13 private hospitals 
and clinics affiliated with public medical schools. 

Also included in the fiscal year 1982 recommendations is a total 
of 5230,000 to support increased enrollments of minority Illinois resi- 
dents m private meaicai schools. This recommendation is based upon 
the 3oard's Master Plan and the 3card report "Status of Programs for 
Increasing Minorities m the Health Professions" Oecemoer, 1980). 



IX. HIGHER EDUCATION* COOPERATION ACT 

The Higher Education Cooperation Act (HECA) ^.s designed to promote 
cooperative efforts within postsecondary education. Since 1972, more 
than S20.0 million have been requested by institutions in support of 
intermstitutional cooperation. Over $5.6 million have been approDria- 
red by the State of Illinois for cooperative programs during this 
period. 

For fiscal year 1982 a total of $1,267,800 is recommended for 
Higher Education Cooperation Ace programs. The requests for programs 
funded through HECA are presented on Table IX-1. Fiscal year 1982 
recommendations for each component of the HECA program are presented on 
Table 1X-2. 

Intermstitutional Grants 

Intermstitutional cooperative programs are funded each year based 
on project proposals submitted to the 3oard of Higher Education. For 
fiscal year 1981 the proposals submitted totaled $2.7 ullion, vitn 
grants awarded ir c-ie -mount of 5600,000. 

The Higner Education Cooperation Ac: outlines four primary goals 

f:r : r. e $ e grants. These goals are to: 

encourage intermstitutional coooerarion; 
achieve an efficient use of educational resources: 
iistnoute education i^rvi-ia cjjitabiv; anu 
develop innovative tenceots ana applications. 

The Act also recuires that Che 3oard of Higher Education ''snail ton- 

sicer in relation to each program whether it serves the oublic purooses 

expressed in tn^s Act, v/hetner the local comnunit v is substantially m- 

/;l/ec. v>.: >r its function :culc oe oer formed setter by a sincle 
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existing institution, vnetber cne prograr. is consistent with the 
Illinois Master Plan for Higher Education, and such other criteria as 
it determines to be appropriate." 

Interinscitutional grants have Supported several cooperative 
graduate instructional programs; planning and implementation of de- 
gree programs involving both public and private institutions; coopera- 
tive educational services to the elderly; and interinstitutional pro- 
grams to improve instructional capabilities. A current priority, re- 
cruiting and preparing minorities for medita! education, also has been 
supported through a cooperative program involving medical schools in 
Chicago, COM? RAND (a community group), and the Illinois Institute of 
Technology. 

Intermstitutionai grant funds in fiscal ear 1932 will provide 

for : 

V 

I. Cooperative efforts designed to ceiiver instructional 
services and degree programs on a regional basis. 

1. Coooerativc efforts to improve instructional quality 
and to achieve better utilization of existing faculty. 

3. Projects tnat involve the snaring of faculty or facili- 
ties among two or more institutions. 

A total of 5300,000 is recommences for intermstitutionai grants 
for fisca. year 1982. 
.uac-Cit e s ^racuate St:cv Tenter 

The Ouad-Cit ies 3radua:e Study Center 13 a cooperative effort in- 
volving the states :,f Illinois and Iowa and public and private institu- 
tions from both states. The Center arranges and schedules gracuate 



residents of the Quad-Cities metropolitan area. Illinois appropria- 
tions to the Center are matched bv a similar grant from the State of 
Iowa. 

For fiscal year 1982, $117,800 are recommended for the Ouad-Cities 
Graduate Stud> Center. 
Library Resource Sharing Project 

The Library Resource Sharing Project is designed to develop a means 
of snaring library resources among Illinois libraries and improving tne 
management of library collections. The funds recommenced for fiscal 
year 1982 will provide for the extension of the on-line circulation 
capabilities of the University of Illinois library computer system co 
additional Illinois colleges or universities. The nee result of these 
grants will be enhanced resource sharing of library materials through- 
out the State* The initial step in the process requires conversion of 
sr.elr list records into machine readable form for storage on a computer 
at the University o* Illinois. 

"or fiscal year 1982, 3350,300 are recommended for library sharing 
proj ects . 

Educational Television 

Euncs for cooperative efforts i: ieliver instruction ^v educational 
television and :ther telecommunication technologies will oe availaole 
:n ? :onoetitive oasis under the mterms t itucional grants cicegorv of 
tr.e Higher Education Cooperation Act. Therefore, separate funaing is 
not included m these recommendations for the specific puroose of edu- 
cational television . 
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BOARD OF HIGHER EDUCATION 



A total of $2,-02,000 is recommended for 



che 3oar^ o: Hi r Ec-~ 



cacion in fiscal year 1982. This represents an increase of 3156,300 or 
6.9 percent over estimated expenditures for fiscal year 1981. 

The recommendation includes 51 , 626 , 200 f rom the General Revenue 
Fund for the operation of the Board of Higher Education office. This 
recommendation includes funds for a b~se salary increase of nine per- 
cent plus an increment of one and one-half percent for Civil Service 
and professional employees below che Deputy Director level. All salary 
increases are calculated on 90 percent of the personal services base. 
Funds for a general price increase of 8.0 percent are also recommended. 

The recommt . aacion also includes funds for two federally supported 
programs chat vru.1 continue in fiscal year 1982, pending final action 
on federal appropriations. The projected increase for these program^ 
is bcsed ^con tne cost and salary increases recommenced for office 
ooerat ions . 

The fiscal vear 1982 requests and tne recommencacions for the 
3carc 3 : Higr.er Education are summarized on Tables X-i anc X-2 
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KI. RETIREMENT 

The need to provide sore adequate funding for the State retire- 
ment svstems is a recurring budgetary issue. The contiinuing growth of 
the unfunded accrued liabilities in these systems is a basis for con- 
cern regarding the ability of the State to pay for the retirement bene- 
fits earned by State employees in the future. 

The importance of this issue has been reflected in budget recom- 
mendations by the 3oard of Higner Education anc appropriations approved 
by the General Assembly .and the Governor. In fiscal year 1979 the 
General Assembly approved appropriations, for the State Universities 
Retirement System at the gross benefit payout level rather than the net 
benefit, payout I'V/ei which had been utilized in prior years. This 
method provided, for the first time in several years, funds which coula 
be invested :o cover the ccst of future benefits. As a result, cue 
ratio of assets to total accrued. Liabilities nas stabilized in recent 
vears , 

The current status of the various retirement svstems is summarized 
on Taole XI-L. 3etween fiscal years iy76 and 19 7 9, the total unfunded 
accr^ez liabilities of the State's oension svstems increased from 53,3 
::ll-^r, to 5- . 1 o ill ion. During tr.is oeno<: tr.e ratio o: assets to 
tctal liabilities ir.creasea 'siigr.clv from -«■* , -» percent zz . J percent. 
The State Universities Retirement System :ccounts for SB-?." mi-lion of 
tr.e total an funded accrued liabilities. The ratio of assets to 
liabilities ::r toe State Universities Retirement System also imoroveo 
luring :~ii ^ericc, increasing *r:m -o . ~ per:ent t : oer:ent. 
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Table .\l-Z summar ites tr.e State Lmversi-ies Retirement System 
estimate of fiscal year 1982 appropriations requirec for retirement 
under four alternative funding plans. Each of t.nese funding levels 
is summarized below. 

. . Estimated Cross Payout is an estimate of the annual gross 
benefit payments made by SL'RS . The estimate i ciuaes both 
tne employee and employer snare of tne pension payments to 
employees who have retired. Since a portion of retirement 
benefits are paid from funds contributed by employees, this 
funding level does provide a small sum which can be in- 
vested for future benefits. 
• • Pension Laws Commission Plan is a plan for gradually increas- 
ing the annual appropriation for retirement to the minimum 
required by statute. The formula recommenced by tne Pension 
Laws Commission adds a percentage increment eacn year to the 
estimated gross payout recuirement. The estimated require- 
ment sncwn on Table XI -1 was computed using a one oercent 
increment Da sea on tne suggestion of tne Stac^ Univer- 
sities Retirement S .'stem. A smaller :r larger rate tculd 
oe .sec to * cm eve tne dui: : r ^ e 1 1 ive : f :ne ?en*io n . L,i\^ 
I 3mm s 01 :n . 

Zsz ima t ec Vo rma 1 ~o s t is sn annual estimate :: :.:e ccst i f 
- providing future pension Denef its for active emolcvee--. I: 
tne normal cost funding approach had Deer, used from cne oat- 
the retirement program '.as begun, the orogrim woulu : \eo- 
r^t-.al-./ : ^ full / fenced. l«rr?r.tl;\ t~c ;m .ers it :es 
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contribute ac tne normal cose race for employees on pay- 
rolls from external grants and ^contracts . The estimated 
r.ormai cost rate for fiscal year 1981 is 12.66 percent of 
che payroll for employees participating in SURS. 
Minimum Statutory Payment is the amount required by legis- 
lation passed in 1967. Under this method of financing 
the retirement program, the employer would contribute an 
amount to cover the normal cost plus interest on the un- 
funded accrued liability. This funding approach would 
have che effect of stabilizing th.j growth in the unfunded 
accrued liabilities for che retirement program, but ic has 
never been financed. 

0 

The fiscal yeai- 1982 recommendation of $7 5,^-9,700 reflects che 
gross benefit payout levd as escimaced by cne Scace Universities Re- 
tirement System. This represents an mcreasr of $9.5 million or 14.3 
percent over fiscal year 1981 appropriations. In prior years, che 
. ~rd of Kigner Education has recommended a funding level based on che 
Pension Laws Commission Plan. As nc cea abo^e, however, .he increase 
m jnfunded accrued liabilities is n;t a problem wnich is unique co 
che Scace Universities Retirement System. Thus, che financial stabiiir 
aacn State retirement system ultimately depends on che imolemencacior 
vf a comprehensive funding plan for all of the systems. 

Siven cne State's current f'.scai difficulties and che limited re- 
sources available to addresb other critical needs in higher eaucar'on, 
cne fiscal year 1982 k ad get r -commendations are based on che State Uni- 
versities Peciremenc System estimate of appropriations required to meet 

4 >v 4 



gross benefit payout requirements. It is strongly recommended , hov- 
ever, that the General Assembly and the Governor continue efforts to 
isplexent a cor?.?rehens f ve funding plan that will stabilize the growth 
of unfunded accrued liabilities in all State retirement systems. 

Fiscal year 1982 recommendations for the State universities Re- 
tirement System are presented on Table XI-3. 
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XII. ILLINOIS BUILDING AUTHORITY RENTALS 

In 1961, che State of Illinois created zhs* Illinois Building Auth- 
ority and authorized it to issue revenue bonds for the purpose of finan- 
cing the construction of capital facilities. In 1972, the Capital De- 
velopment Bond Act became law, and under its authority, the State of 
Illinois now finances its capital facilities by issuing general obliga- 
tion bonds rather than revenue bonds through the Illinois 3uilding Auth- 
ority. Consequently, no new capital facilities have been funded througn 
the Illinois Building Authority since fiscal year 1973 

The Illinois Building Authority method of financing capital facili- 
ties requires agencies and institutions operating these facilities to 
make annual rental payments to cover the interest and principal costs 
for the life of tne revenue bonds. General Revenue Funds are appropria- 
ted annually for tnis purpose. When the revenue bonds have been fuilv 
retiree, the annual rental payments will no longer be required. 

The Illinois 3uilding Authority has indicated that rental retire- 
ments will oe 532,258,300 in fiscal yea? 1982, as displayed on 
TaoLe XH-i. Of the total rental requirements, 3^51,900 are financed 
through the Universities Income Fund. This is cue to an annual federal 
interest su- " icy ' received by Illinois State University and Northern 
Illinois 'Jni\ ersicy . This annual subs id v is depositee 1 , into tne 'Jniver- 
siti^f Income Fund and appropriated for the annual rental payment. 

As I3A revenue bonds are retired, the need for General Revenue 
Funds for rental payments decreases. A decrease of million in 

rental payments will occur in fiscal year 1932. The fiscal year 1982 

— jl / :* — 

o 
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Table XII-3 



JECOMMEJIDED INSTITUTIONAL ALLOCATION OF FUNDS 
FOR SPACE REMODELING AND RENOVATION" 1 
FISCAL YEAR' 198^ 
(dollars in cho»isandO 



Board of Governors 



Eastern Illinois University 
Northeastern Illinois University 
Vescem Illinois University 

Board of Regents 



Illinois State University 
Northern Illinois University 

Southern Illinois University 



Carboncaie 
Edvardsville 

University of Illinois 

Chicago Circle 
Mecilcal Center 
Urbana/ Champaign 

Subtotal, Public Universities 



Comaunity Colleges 



Total 



- These General Revenue Funcs are not includes m :ne institutions 
reto^encations for :oera;ior.s anc grants. 
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S lo7.^ 

55.7 
24,1 



197.7 

92.0 
105.7 

210,6 

145.0 
65.6 

66A^9 

-131. a 
140.0 
393.9 

l,23Q.o 

171.3 

51,-01.9 



ec :™enoat ::r. indices c~.e :ea.I?ci::-p, ^: tnes*r funcs for T.i.nor reno- 
vation, ir.c rr/-el::c r r : ; e c t ? m : leer facilities cr. puolic ca^nuses, 
Tr.esc res,erce* — 1 elr = :<ter.c the useful lire o: sue: facilities 
ar.c ave 10 t r. e neec f :r new :on.s truct i n , 

These rev.cdelir.g f -r.es could also be a source 3 f Jeneral ?,-/enue Fur.cs 
for en erg" * onservat lor. projects as recommended m the capital i-.-^r ce- 
dents cachet. Th-* ir.percar.ee of c:r. trolling soaring utilities :csts 
r.as naoe such rr^jects a high priorif :or the 1930 r 3. 

The recc-jr.encec fencing for ~3A rentals anc soace re^caelir.g a no 
ren;vation is presenter or. ~able XII-2. The recorrcnended , istribucaor. 
of funcs for -pace remodeling and renovation is presentee uu Table XI~-3, 
The c is tribe t^or, is based on 1 4 e amount of nonresidential . -ssigrable 
square feet < NA3F; of on-car-.pus -pace construe tea before 1 ? 7 1 . The ^ 
:o tal nonresidential MAS? vas reduced oy tne space usee for aeuxil- > 
iary enterprise operations and rerr.eceled snace. No allocations vere 
~ace tc Chicago State ■ vers ity , Governors State Vniversitv and 
Sanganon St-dte 1'niversity because ^os: ^ : tne space on tnese campuses 
•:as oeer. constructed since 19"! . 





APPENDIX A 

?ROG^y. a:;d other support for public universities 

This appendix describes the program aua other support recommenda- 
cions for all public university campuses. In addition to the recom- 
mendations described in this appendix, specific budget recomnendatiors 
nave oeen made to support fire protection services at campuses where 
such services ai*e purchased from a municipality. These recommendations 
are explained m Chapter IV. 
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• BOARD OF GOVERNORS 



Chicago State University 

Chicago State omvers.,y has given orioritv to che deveiocment or 
its health prof ess ions educat ion p rograms , and budge z sup pore has 
been provided for nursing and allied health over /the past several 
years. The 1982 recommendations continue to include support for 
health professions education in order to assist these programs in 
achieving accreditation, to respond co rapidly expanding enrollment 
in these developing programs, and to support a new baccalaureate 
program in Occupational Therapy chat vas approved by the Board of 
rigiier Education in December, 1980. 

Eastern Illinois University 

Budget support for Eastern Illinois University over the past sev- 
eral years has focused on maintaining the quality and recognition 
of its core academic programs in the arts and sciences. In addi- 
tion, support has been ^provided twaddress funding deficiencies 
shown in the Board of Higher Education 1 s instructional cost analy- 
sis. The fiscal year 1982 budget recommendations continue to em- 
phasize these priorities by addressing the need to replace obsolete 
academic equipts. .t, and by supporting the University's efforts to 
strengthen and, where indicated, re-orient faculty expertise 
through its faculty development program. Funds are also recommenced 
to achieve more adequate staffing m Eastern Illinois University's 
business p Ingram. 

Governors State University 

Fiscal year 198? budget recommendations for Governors State Univer- 
sitv support the University's efforts co uograde and replace obso- 
lete equipment in its science and information processing programs. 
These recommendations will permit students to us* jp- co-date equip- 
ment m their field. Fiscal year 1982 funds will also provide addi- 
tional faculty for the masters program in Health Services Admini- 
stration and for the development of a new option m Mental Heaitn 
Admin i * t r a 1 1 on r4 

\'crt ~ eastern Illinois University 

:.'cr".neas tern Illinois University has placed onoriry on strengthen- 
ing uncergraauate education in high demand, job-entrv programs 

.ch as business and management and information sciences. This 
year's recommendations will provide funds for programs which have 
been inadequately funded in the past and will extend the range of 
programs accessible to the growing evening clientele served by the 
University. Fiscal year 1982 funds will also allow the Universiti- 
es :ontinue a highly successful and innovative project for Chicago 
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area teacners, which has been supported over the past tUree years 
rhreugn a federal grant . During fiscal year 1931 alone, over 8^0 
Jhicago area teachers nave participates in workshops, seminars and 
other activities sponsored by the University. 

In addition, support for a masters level program in music, whicri 
was approved by the 3oard of Higher Education in Decemoer, 19S0, 
has been provided under this year's budget recommendations . Also 
included are funds with which to replace tne University 1 s obsolete 
taieonone system. 

Western Illinois University 

The budget recommendations for Western Illinois University seek to 
strengthen the University*: business program and to provide for the 
replacement of obsolete equipment in micro-electronics. The fis- 
cal .yeai 1932 recommendations will further the University's progress 
in achieving accreditation in business at the graduate level, an 
objective consistent with the policy recommendations approved by 
the Soard of Higher Education in May, 1980. The funds recommended 
will help improve the University's competirive standing as it seeks 
to attract additional business faculty, and to increase the number 
of faculty wno hold the doctorate. Fiscal year 1982 funds for 
modernizing home economics equipment will aid the institution in 
its efforts to provide instruction utilizing the up-to-date tech- 
niques and procedures. 

In addition, funds are recommended f5r ouilcing repair and mainten- 
ance, which will enable the University to undertake defer ed main- 
tenance or ejects necessarv to avoid the deterioration of camous 
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.j^;r.o:s atate im/ersity 

The budget recommendations for 111; no is State University o^ace or.- 
ontv on tne improvement of cnoer graduate instruction and tne cor- 
rection 3 f deficiencies m the operation anc maintenance of tne U" 
versiry's onysieal plant. For the past four fiscal years, I" lino is 
State University has received resources for the improvement of un- 
dergraduate instruction whicn have allowed tne University partially 
to address deficiencies snown in the Board of Higner Education's 
cost analyses. . fiscal year 1982 additional resources are recom- 
pensed m order to improve undergraduate instruction. 
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Northern Illinois Universit y 

The budget recommendations for Northern Illinois University place 
priority on the support of high student cemand programs in computer 
science and hone economics. These recommendations aiso proviae for 
the replacement of equipment necessary to support academic programs 
and for the computerization cf the University's financial aids sys- 
tem. Funds are aiso recommended for the completion of Wirtz Kail. 

The 3.S. and M.S. programs in computer science have achieved re- 
gional and national recognition which has contributed to increased 
student demand for these programs. Recommended resources will en- 
able the University to meet the present enrollment demands of 
majors and to respond to the need for computer science instruction 
in other University programs. Resources recommended for home econo- 
mics vill enable the University to complete a reorgrnizaticn of the 
curriculum and increase the quality and number of course offerings 
necessary to meet student demand. 

Sangamon State University 

The budget recommendations for Sangamon State University place pri- 
ority on faculty development and the organization of an upper div- 
ision core curriculum. Recommended resources would enable the Uni- 
versity to institute a campus-wide program of faculty and staff de- 
velopment designed to re-orient and re-train faculty for utiliza- 
tion in areas of greatest student demand. Recommended resources 
would aiso enable the University to plan, develop, and implement 
a* general education core curriculum at the upper division level. 
Fiscal year 1982 budget recommendations aiso respond to a need to 
reolace obsolete academic equipment at Sangamon State University. 



SOUTHER:* ILLINOIS UNIVERSITY 
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them Illinois Universitv-Carbondale 



The budget recommendations for Southern Illinois University- 
"arboncale in c luce supoort co exoand computer science offerings ir. 
Drder t~ keep oace with tr.e escalating iemanc for undergraduate 
courses in :his area. Resources are aiso recommended for engineer- 
ing and :echnoiogy to ensure that programs will be re-accredi tea 
and to advance energy research related to tne development and econo- 
mic assessment of the Ethacoai process. Support for the law school 
is recommended to implement the planned expansion of the law pro- 
gram, which coincides -rich the completion of the new law school 
building. In the health fields, support is recommended for the edu- 
cational component of the family practice residency programs and 
for the School of Technical Careers to launch new associate degree 
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programs in radiologic technology and respiratory therapy technology 
Funds to restore purchasing power (related to support costs in aca- 
demic units) and to upgrade equipment are recommended to improve 
the University's instructional and research programs. 

Southern Illinois University-Edwardsville 

The budget recommendations for Southern Illinois University- 
Edwardsville include support for continued* development or recently 
approved programs in construction, engineering, and public admini- 
stration. Support is also recommended for engineering and tech- 
nology to help achieve and maintain accreditation. Funds recom- 
mended for the School of Nursing are to implement an off-campus bac- 
calaureate program in the Carbondalc area in response to the state- 
wide plan for nursing education approved by the Board of Higher 
Education in May, 1980. Support is also recommended to address stu- 
dent deficiencies in communications and math skills as part of the 
University's special assistance program. Finally, funds„are recom- 
mended to strengthen library collections related to professional 
programs in nursing, dentistry, and engineering. 



UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS 

University of Illinois-Chicago Circle 

Support has been provided over the past several years so that the 
University of Illinois-Chicago Circle could develop its Extended 
Day program. The fiscal year 1982 budget recommendations provide 
for the continued expansion of Extended Day including the ooening 
of additional instructional facilities during evening r»nd weekend 
hours. Funds are also provided to upgrade instructional -and re- 
search equipment and to address deferred physical plant maintenance 
problems. Funds generated from tuition increases exceeding ten per- 
cent have been allocated to increase the stipends received by grad- 
uate students with f eliow.ships . These stipends have not been in- 
creased for some time. 

Universicv of Illinois-Medical Center 



Recommendations for tne Medical Center campus will orovide funas 
for a new nursing program in the Ouaa Cities and a third year of 
support for expansion of the entering class size in medicine from 
342 to 348. Funds are also recommended to complete the expansion 
of dental school enrollments to meet federal grant requirements. 
The recommendations also will continue the replacement of federal 
funds which in the past were used to finance the state plan for the 
expansion of programs in medicine and dentistry. Also addressed in 
these recommendations is support for replacement cf obsolete and 
defective equipment. 
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University of Illip.ois-Urbana/Chamoaign 



At the University of Illinois Urbana/Champaign campus, shires in stu- 
dent demand have occurred over the past several years as more stu- 
dents seek careers in various professional fields. To address 
student demand and to continue to provide quality instruction, 
funds are recommended for the Colleges of Veterinary Medicine, 
Engineering, Commerce and Business Administration, the School of 
Chemical Sciences, and the Department of Mathematics. A research 
and service effort of the College of Engineering directed toward 
assisting Illinois industries will be undertaken with support pro- 
vided in these recommendations. In addition, resources are recom- 
mended to improve the student-to-faculty ratio in the College of 
Law and co develop curricular linkages between law and other disci- 
plines. 3udget recommendations are also included to help replace 
obsolete research and instructional equipment, address physical 
plant operations and maintenance deficiencies, and increase sti- 
pends for graduate students to a level necessary to continue to 
attract exceptional students. 

In addition to these recommendations, resources from the Agricultural 
Premium Fund are recommended for County 3oard Matching Funds and the 
expansion of the Telenet System used to provide services to counts 
extension offices through the Cooperative Extension Service. 

University of Illinois-General University 

Funds are recommended to upgrade computer hardware required for che 
expansion of the Library Computer System (LCS) . The University of 
Illinois administers the central computer facility that supports 
the library resource sharing network of public and private colleges 
and universities in the State. As in fiscal year 1981, funds are 
required to meet an increase in tvrrker's Compensation claims and 
to expand che training provided through the Fire Services Institute. 
The programs of che Fire Services Institute are supported by reve- 
nues from the Fire Prevention Fund. These recommendations also pro- 
vide suoport co expand the effort of the University of Illinois in 
making faculty and staff expertise available to address problem- 
solving and research needs of State government. 
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<U:?ENDIX 3 



TUITION IN ILLINOIS PUBLIC UNIVERSITIES 



The level of tuition charged co students attending public univer- 
sities in Illinois is an important public policy issue. Decisions re- 
garding the tuition charges at public universities have important im- 
plications both for the quality of the instructional programs universi- 
ties are able to provide and for student access to higher education. 
Like many public policy issues, the most desirable 'tuition policy is ; 
likely to reflect a balance between a number of goals or assumptions 
which if carried to an extreme may be in conflict. 

The following goals and premises are relevant in the consideration 
of tuition policies: 

1. The revenues available for higher education should be adequate 
to support high quality instructional programs. 

2. Since both the individual student and the public share in the 
benefits of higher education, the cost should be shared by 
both. 

3. While tuition charges should not be permitted to bar access 
to higher education for students who cannot afford to pay 
them, tuition policies and student financial aid decisions 
must oe made in the context other priorities for higher 
education and the State. 

■i. Tuition charges, particularly at public institutions, should 
be low enough to encourage participation In higher education 
by students who can af f ord_j;.o— pay for th j ir education. 
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The tuition policies established by Illinois public universities 
represent an effort to balance these goals and premises. In an effort 
to address these issues and to provide a framework for tuition decisions, 
the 3oard of Higher Education has adopted a number of policy statements. 

First, the Board has recommended that the level of tuition charged 
in fiscal year 1980 by Illinois public universities be considered the 
standard for fuLure years. The 3oard has also recommended that the 
level of tuition charged in years following fiscal year 1980 should be 
based on the current level adjusted for changes in costs based on rele- 
vane economic indicators including the Higher Education Price Index. 
The most recent publication of the Higher Education Price Index is sum- 
marized on Table 1. In fiscal yecr 1980 higher education institutions 
experienced cost increases of 9.9 percent. 

The Board of Higher Education has also recommended that tuition 
rates for Illinois residents should not exceed one-tniid of instruc- 
tional costs in the respective university systems. The most recent 
annual unit cost study is the basis for determining instructional costs. 
Table 2 shows the relationship between instructional costs and tuition 
rates since fiscal year 197^. This table indicates chat except for fis- 
cai year 1979, the proportion of under£,racuate instructional costs sup- 
ported by tuition nas declined steadily since fiscal year I97u. The 
proportion of undergraduate instructional costs supported by tuition de- 
cimec slightly in fiscal year 1980 despite the tuition increases ap- 
proved that year . 

The policy statements adopted by the 3oard also provide chat when- 
ever under sracuate tuition in public universities is ^r^reased, ch° ap- 
ozonation for the Illinois State Scholarship Commission monetary 
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Table B-l 

HIGHER EDUCATION PRICE INDEX 
FISCAL YEARS 1971-1980* 



Annual Percentage 

Higher Education Increase 

Fiscal Year Price Index Over Previous Year 

1971 128,6 6.4 

1972 135.8 5,6 

1973 ' 143-0 t 5.3 

1974 153.1 7.1 

1975 166.2 8.6 

1976 177.2 6.6 

1977 188.7 6.5. 

1978 ' ~ 201.3 6,7 

1979 216.9 7.7 

1980 238-3 9.9 



* 1967 = 100 
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awards should be 'increased by the amount necessary to offset the effect 
of tuition increases on stuc ants with financial need. This policy re- 
flects the importance of assuring equal access to higher education re- 
gardless of the student's ability to pay. 

Fiscal Year 1982 Tuition Recommendations 

The fiscal year 1982 budget recommendations for public universi- 
ties include a tuition increase of 10 percent. This recommendation is 
based on the policy recommendations adooted by the 3o£rd of Higher Ecu- 
cation. In addition, the action of the University of Illinois whicr. 
provided somewhat larger increases for students enrolled in high cost 
programs is recognized in the budget recommendations. The budget recom- 
mendations also include funds to offset the effect of these tuition in- 
creases on students with financial need. 

The recommended tuition increases will provice an acditional $12.0 
K million in resources for higher education. These resources are essential 
if otner oriorities anc needs are to be met. ^ 

The tuition rates, recommenced for fiscal year 1982 reo resent between 
25-5 percent and 31.1 percent of fiscal year 1980 instructional costs. 
These fiscal year 1982 tuition rates, however, will represent i lower 
oercentage of fiscal year 1932 instructional ;os ts lue to inflation 
.n fiscal vears 1931 and 1982, 
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